Entry lor the File of | 
By Barbara Reinke 



/Knighton, Marv 



September 2, 2003 

I have bad a couple of phone calls withB I in which I have assured him that the 

mallei with Muiv Knighton will nut be dropped nt Uiis point, How ever, it will be up to 
Diocesan Review Board to determine the next steps in the process. | [he ard tha i 
another victim of Marv Knighton came Forward to the Journal. It seem s tha(| B^lso 
has recently talked (o| land learne d tha t not only was | Abused, but so 

were his brothers and cousins. | |\vll] ask| I to urge those victims to come 
forward. I plan to talk with | | again at the end of the week. Hopefully, I will have 
more information from the Diocesan Review Board* | |s phone number is | 

BR:snz 

Typed 9/29/03 
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SEP 1 7 1997 




Wauwatosa, WI 53226 




September 8, 1997 

Archbishop Rernbert G. Weakland O.S.B. 

Archbishop of Milwaukee 

Archbishop Cousins Center 

3501 South Lake Drive 

P.O. Box 07912 

Milwaukee, WI 53207 

Dear Archbishop Weakland: 

Peace to you in the compassionate Jesus! I wanted to inform you that ] did not physically 
move all my belongings to Phoenix as hoped. 1 did accept the position with (he Scottsdale 
School District and worked at one of their high schools for a month. They were fully aware 
that once again, 1 found myself having difficulties selling my home in Wauwatosa. The 
problem is, there are a glut of homes For sale throughout the Milwaukee community, 
including the suburbs, which makes for a slow market. In no way can I incur additional 
housing cost without the sell of my home; nor do J wish to get into renting rny home. 

While serving briefly at Desert Mountain High School, I felt a tremendous sense of purpose 
being in the ministry of education. I found that parents were glad (o know there was a priest 
on staff. T miss the opportunity to serve those students and their families and also the ability 
to fully serve as an ordained priest of God. It would have been advantageous to assist the 
priest in this newly Formed parish in the area where I was working. 

I also found out that in no way is Bishop O'Brien going (o grant me faculties in his diocese. 
It is amazing how a slanted view of a person's priestly performance and service, can leave a 
lasting character damage. I again find myself dealing with past pains and hurts regarding 
this; when it wasn't necessary and again, most uncharitable. However, amid that, I must 
move on and continue to do what 1 was ordained to do in this priestly ministry, which is 
serving others. 

At this time then, 1 am requesting to rescind rny letter of February II, 1997 and the 
permission to take a personal leave of absence with faculties and with the permission to 
relocate to Phoenix under the provisions of Canon 270. 

f realize that presently there are not any opening in our Catholic schools I would however, 
like to accept a position within the diocese as a temporary administrator or as an associate of 
a parish, until such time there is a post that can be pursued in education. I miss that 
ministry ;\nd know that I serve our people and the diocese best in that field. 

The recent deaths of two great servants, Princess Diana's and Mother Teresa's compassion for 
the less fortunate touched so many. May we all realize, that no matter what our status or 
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position is in life, we are call called to serve as Jesus served This has been a remarkable 
week, especially seeing (he numbers of people throughout the world, who openly long for 
compassion and love, even from their leaders. There is much to be learned by these recent 
spiritual events of our time. 

As I write this, there is much sadness and frustration within, due to the fact that the move to 
Phoenix once again was foiled. However, in the midst of it all, as St. PauJ says, "it is when I 
am weak, that I am strong." My faith, hope and love sustains a broken heart! 



to return; however, he is one who adapts quite easily to change. They continue to be a 
blessing my life and in this ministry. 

If you would like to meet with me regarding my future assignment, please know that 1 am 
most open having a conference with you. 

Thank you for your time and considerations. 




[b oth at P ius XI High School. | (found ii hard coming 
| |is fine, he was resigned to leave, he was happy 



back here, he is not a winter person. 



Sincerely in the loving Jesus, 




2 
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ARCHDIOCESE 
OF MILWAUKEE 

OFFICE OF THE ARCHBISHOP 



September 16, 1968 



The Reverend Marvin Knighton 
Dear Marv, 

I received your letter of September 11th and I must adrrit, 
Marv, that I was deeply irritated by it. You h-jve a pattern of 
doing what you please and then informing superiors. T simply 
want to go on record as saying -hat I have not given you my 
permission to adopt the two children that you speak of in your 
letter. 

You cannot continue, Marv, to go on just doing v/hat you 
please and then informing the rest of us later and expect that 
God's blessings will be abundant on your life and on your 
ministry. 



Sincerely yours in the Lord, 



Copy to: Co-Vicars 
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OFFICE OF THE ARCHBISHOP 



July 13, 1989 



The Reverend Marvin Kni ghton 
Vlauwatosa, Wisconsin 53226 
Dear Marv, 

Thanks for letting me know of the arrival of the boys. I cSo 
hope it all turns out well for you and that the burden does not 
become too much at times. 

Will you have enough money to take care of all of this? Let 
me know. 

Thanks for the letter. Many blessings. 



Sincerely yours in the Lord, 
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REV, MARTIN JCWIGKTOW 



'THE HOME.' 





WAUli^TOSA, UHSCONS1M 53226 



July 10, 1989 



Archbishop Rembert Weak land ChS.h. 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 
3501 South Lake Drive 
P.O. Box 07912 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53207-0912 
Dear Rembert: 

Peace ho youl I appreciated your response to the letter J sent re- 
garding the Overnight, I am sure that th& nuiitei of men who don* I 
attend is a reflection of something, maybe those who choose not to 
came may do so in the future. 

I am writing to inform you that the boys that I mentioned you I was 
taking in have arrived. They can^e in tired from their: long trip to 
the U.S.A. They are originally from Korea, 1 write this not to be 
disrespectful to you or the other auxiliaries. I know you are against 
this undertaking, but please underst and it is something I was en- 
couraged to do by my friend /brother , | The boys are 6 1/2 
& 9 years of age. They are part African American with Korean mothers. 
They are not related, but now they are. They arrived July 3, IS 89 

I have received a phone call from the Herald and colcl them not to 
write anything on this, 1 don 1 !: want any publicity regarding this 
decision nor will J do anything to embarass you and your role as our 
Ordinary. Please know Kembert , I do respect your position as Arch- 
bishop. This choice I made was done with fourteen years of consider- 
ation and prayer. 

Looking at these children and the plight of Amerasian children in 
.Asian countries makes one wonder what, are we doing to our children* 
Then again, look at what is happening with our children in our U.S.A. 
We have to alert adults to the possible damages we are doing to our 
young . 

Thank you for your time, and again, know I am not doiiitg this out of 
defiance. Oh! Don't, worry about me, you won't have a George Stalling 
here . Peace 1 



hxaternaliy, 
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€©[PV ARCHDIOCESE OF MILWAUKEE 

3501 S. Like Drive - RO. Box 07912 ■ Milwaukee, Wl 53207-0912 * (414) 769-3300 



The Chancery 

(414) 769-3340 



August 26, 1991 



Rev. Marvin T . Knighton 
Dear Father Knighton , 



Following the recommendation of the Priests' Personnel Board and in 
accord with Cannons 539-540 of the 1983 Code, you have been appointed 
Temporary Administrator of St. Frederick Parish in Cudahy until a new 
pastor is appointed. This appointment is effective September 3, 1991. 

As Temporary Administrator you come under the provisions of Canon 540 
which is quoted here in full: 



1. The parochial administrator is bound by the same obligations and 
has the same rights of the pastor, unless the diocesan Bishop 
prescribes otherwise (cf. cc, 519; 528-530; 535). 

2. The parochial administrator may not do anything which could 
prejudice the rights of the pastor or could do harm to parochial 
property. 

3. When he has discharged his office, the parochial administrator is 
to give an account to the pastor. 



Yoo have the responsibility for the Pro Populo Mass on Sundays and Holy 
Days of Obligation (c, 534); you are authorized to sign checks on ail 
parish accounts to cover ordinary expenditures and to meet payroll 
obligations. Please note, in keeping with Canon 540 , paragraph 2, no 
extraordinary changes are to be made. Urgent matters should be 
referred to the Archbishop. 



Thanks, for assuming this assignment. Your willingness to do this is 
greatly appreciated. 

Fraternally in Christ, 

Rev. (Ralph C. Gross 
Chancellor £ Vicar General 
By special delegation 



cc: Most Rev. Leo J. Brust 

Host Rev. Richard J. Sklba 
Rev, Thomas A. Trepanier 
R^v , Ronald J. Gramza 
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ARCHDIOCESE 
OF MILWAUKEE 

SOUTH LAKE DF^VE • P.O. 6oa 07312 • MlLWAUXEE. WISCGNSrfc M 207 .091 2 * PfcONE4l 4176*3300 



OFFICE OF THE ARCHBISHOP 



Juno JO, 1992 



Rev, Marvin T. Knigh ton 
Wauwolosa* Wisconsin 53226 
Dear Father Knighton, 



It is with a sense of joy in our shared faith that I ask you to 
become the Campus Minister to the students at Mt. Mary College in 
Milwaukee. Following the recommendation of the Personnel Board, 1 atn 
happy to entrust this office to your care beginning on July 1, 1992. 
This appointment is being made for a period of up to one year after 
which time your term will be reviewed for possible extension. 

As the Campus Minister at the coJlege, you are called upon to 
serve the needs of God's people so that they can take their rightful 
place as baptised Catholics in their own Faith -community and in 
society. Your mission > like my awn, is one of teaching and 
sanctifying. To accomplish this mission, I ask you to work closely and 
in collaboration with the administration of Mt. Mary College, 

It is a privilege to share my ministry with you. May God's 
blessings fill your life. 



Sincerely yours in the Lord, 



Most Reverend Rembert G. Weakland, O.S.B. 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 
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auwafosa, Wisconsin 53 226 
March 23, 1994 




Most Reverend Thomas I O'Brien 
Bishop of Phoenix 

The Roman Catholic Church of Phoenix 

400 Easl Monroe 

Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2376 

Dear Bishop O'Brien: 

Peace to you! 1 spoke with my Archbishop^ ftembert Weakland today March 23, 1994, 
seeking his permission to leave our Archdiocese and transfer to serve in your diocese as 
pnest. He is granting me (hat permission and will be contacting you in the near future. 

Tins is my formal letter to you requesting to serve as a diocesan priest in the Diocese of 
Phoenix. I recognize that in doing so, there is usually a three year period before actual 
incardinaijon can take place. 1 request to serve as priest, and I recognize thai T am called to 
Obedience to you as Bishop and your Successor of Phoenix. 

I look forward to serving in Phoenix at one of your Catholic High School as Campus Minister 
and assisting in your parishes. I b&lieve I have something to give and I will gain much from 
the Faithful of Phoenix, In the midst of my excitement there is sadness about leaving 
Milwaukee that has been home for twenty-five years. T leave a superb Archbishop, an 
excellent presbyterate, as well as, numerous friends. However, I am ready and most willing 
to serve in Phoenix, I look forward to the change 

T hope to hear from you soon regarding my assignment and when you would like me to report 
to serve. I again thank you for our meelmg March Uth, 1 look forward to our serving 
together, the people of Phoenix. Let us pray for one another. 



Fraternally, 




Tlev. Marv T. Knighton 



cc. 

Archbishop Remberi G. WeakJand O.S.B. 
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THE ROMAN CATHOLIC 

church of phoenix 

4 00 EAST MONROE. PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85004-2376 

TELEPHONE |602] 257-0030 • FAX [cOej £58-3425 

Office Of The Bishop 



June 15, 1994 



Most Rev. Rembert G. Weakland, O.S-B. 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 
Archdiocese of Milwaukee 
P.O. Box 07912 

Milwaukee , Wisconsin 53207-0912 
Dear Archbishop Weakland, 

I am writing in reference to Father Marv Knighton who as 
you know has indicated an interest in coming to the Diocese 
of Phoenix to serve here as a priest with the purpose of 
seeking incardination . 

As you know, I have spoken to you personally about him and 
have reviewed his file that you provided ► 

After evaluating all of this information and considering 
our circumstances and needs here, I have decided not to 
pursue his request for incardination. 

I have shared this information with Father Knighton who 
understandably was quite disappointed. I have also spoken 
to Father Thomas Venne about this matter. 

I appreciate your assistance in this matter and I hope you 
understand. I gave this matter serious consideration and 
prayer* 

With all personal good wishes, I am, 

Faathfully yours in Christ, 

Most Rev. Thoirfas J. O'Brien 
Bishop of Pho^nJx 

TJO/ep 




-25 YEARS - 

Building, Blessing, Becoming The Body of Christ 
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August 23, 1994 



AB: 

Bishop Brian phoned He would like a letter from you 

explaining Marv Knighton * s status. He spoke with Len Barbian and Len 
explained to him that Marv is on a personal leave of absence. Apparently 
Marv is trying to helpout in the Diocese and the Bishop doesn't want 
him to do so. Until you clarify how you want to proceed/ Barbara Anne 
will not act on your request to draft a letter. 

lvv 
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church of pi 



400 £AST MONROE, PHOLNIX, ARj; 
TELEPHONE £57-0030 • FAX ( 



THE ROMAN CATHC 



bcc; 



A ^chb/sh p 



Oakland 



Office Of The Bishop 



August 24, 1994 



Rev. Marv Knighton 

c/o St, Maria Goretti 

Scottsdale, Arizona 85250 

Dear Father Knighton, 

I was just recently surprised to learn that you have moved 
here with your two adopted sons. 

I contacted officials at the Milwaukee Archdiocese and was 
Informed you had taken a personal leave- A letter regarding 
your status will be sent to me soon. 

I really do not know what your intentions or plans are but 
I wish to inform you that you do not have the faculties of 
the Diocese of Phoenix and therefore may not perform any 
public ministry. 

1 wish you well and ask God's blessings upon you. 



TJO/ep 

cc: Rev. Jack Spaulding, Pastor 
St- Maria Goretti 

Rev. Michael Deptula, Assoc- Pastor 
St. Maria Goretti 




- 25 YEARS - 

Building, Blessing, Becoming The Body of Christ 
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December 23, 1994 



Archbishop Rembcrt G. Weakland O.S.B, 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 
Archdiocese of Milwaukee 
3501 South Lake Drive 
P.O. Box 07912 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53207-0912 
Dear Archbishop Weakland; 

Peace to you! 1 hope this Christmas find you rested and al peace. I am writing to request 
another five month extension of my "persona] leave'' in good standing with faculties, though 
that doesn't mean much in Phoenix. I ajn under contract with the Scottsdale Public Schools 
and will complete my work at the end of May. It also will be good for Peter and Daniel to 
compjete a full year at Our Lady of Perpetual Help grade school here in Scottsdale, I will 
be taking some courses too at Arizona State University. 

1 understand fully thai I will be unable to function totally as a priest here in Phoenix. The 
damage that has been done to my name is irreversible. 1 at limes remain hurt, not 
discouraged, by what has been done. I know in my heart, that there are numerous 
individuals and families who see me differently than what was portrayed to Bishop O'Brien, 
the Bishop of the Diocese of Phoenix. Tt is the mutual love and respect that others hold for 
me in Milwaukee and here in Phoenix, that heals> strengthens and encourages me to continue 
m the priesthood. My faith in God is "the" source of my strength. 

It is with that recognition T will return to the Archdiocese of Milwaukee to continue as a 
minister in the priesthood. I believe you know that I treasure the gjft of priesthood. I desire 
to continue in this ministry that our God has granted to me share with others. In no way will 
I allow that gift nor the blessings of fatherhood (with | B *° De ruined due to this 

recent experience. There have been too many hurting events of my past, initially from rhe 
time I was in high school, where I was told by a nun thai, " I would never become a priest 
because 1 was black". That statement and other experiences (not all racially) has not 
prevented me to do what I was called to do. I share this with you not out of spite, but to let 
you realize the road to priesthood wasn't always easy. 

I am aware that the changes in (he Central City Parishes continue to progress with Joe Perry 
becoming one of the pastors T am willing to lake an assignment in the Central City in any 
way you would like mc to serve. I am not certain what will the needs be at the St John dc 
Nepornuc site with the consolidation, however. I am open to serving there if you like or with 
the Central City schools, or any of our schools m Milwaukee in some capacity. 1 do hold a 
certified MMd. degree from Marquette University in counseling. You know my Cast love is 
in me ministry of education. 
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Page -two 



I am also open to these associate positions that are available according to the mailings I have 
received: 



In (he midst of all that has happened, I look forward to returning. I prefer to remain here, but 
will not. 1 also believe that you and I need to be reconciled in some way, probably over a 
good meal, and some good wine together, your treat, (smile). I suggest this, not because I 
hold any thing against you or Bishop O'Brien, but truly feel something is amiss here, and it 
needs to be healed. 

I am sending a copy of this letter to Bishop O'Brien mainly out of respect for him and liis 
position as the Shepherd of Phoenix. I realize for him loo, that this whole circumstance has 
been difficult. I feel bad for him , 1 believe he has been caught in the middle of it all, 

I hope to return possibly in February to look for a house to purchase and definitely in March. 
We will head back to Milwaukee at the end of May or the first part of June. Please know in 
the midst of all this, T continue to respect and love you as I have in the past I believe we all 
are simply trying to do our best in a sometimes a hectic world- 

The time hero has been good, amid all that has happened. 



St. John Vianney- Brookfield 



St. Dominic-Brookfield 



Holy Apostles-New Berlin 



Fraternally, 




Rev. Marv T. Knighton 



cc. 

Bishop Thomas O'Bnen 
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ARCHDIOCESE 
OF MILWAUKEE 



Jj>l US $0 
l'ORWARD 




niOl SOUTH lAK£ DRIVE » f.0 Box 07912 • MILWAUKEE. WISCONSIN W207-0<h2 * PHONE 4i4J?6^33go 




OFFICE OF THE ARCHBISHOP 



ISO YEARS 



March 6, 1995 



fow^^r^^^^&n^h to n 



Scottsdale, AZ 85258 

Boar Father Knighton > 

It is with a sense of joy in our shared faith that I ask you to become 
the Pastor of a Central City Catholic parish > temporarily named Parish 
East, Milwaukee. Following the recommendation of the Priests 1 Personnel 
Board, I am happy to entrust the faithful of this parish to your pastoral 
care beginning on June 20, 1095. This appointment is being made for a 
period of up to six years after which time it will be reviewed for possible 
extension. 

As the Pastor of this parish you are called upon to serve the needs 
of God's people so that they can take their rightful place as baptized 
Catholics jn their own Faitlv-community and in society. Your mission , like 
my own, is one of teaching and sanctifying, and also of administrating at 
the parish, together with the Parish Council and those organizations 
designated to work with you. Also, 1 trust that you will work diligently 
with the priests in the district and enter fully into the current 
Archdiocesan Parish Planning, ''Walking Together: Collaborating for the 
Future 1 ' . 

It is a privilege to share my ministry with you. May God's blessings 
fill your life. 




Sincerely yours in the Lord, 



Most Reverend Rembert G. Weakland, O.S.B. 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 
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Office Of Auxiliary Bishop 



June 28 ; 1996 



Rev. Marvin Knighton 
^^^BS^^BSl^i' 53226 
Dear Marv: 

In the absence of Archbishop Weakland I write to acknowledge 
your request of June 5> 1996 for a personal leave of absence with 
faculties for priestly ministry > together with permission to move back 
to Phoenix, Arizona in vocation of Canon 271 highlights the deep 
personal feelings and convictions which permeate your request . 
Therefore, after conversation with Archbishop Weakland and the 
Personnel Board, I write to grant your request as stipulated. 

I know that these years have not always been easy. We 
certainly are grateful for your contribution to healing the historical 
hurts associated with so many pastoral concerns associated with the 
life and work of the Church in Central City Milwaukee over the 
years. The energy which you tried to bring to establishing the 
foundations for a new Catholic community at St. Martin dePorres 
parish now remain a valuable part of the Church's history. We are 
grateful for your efforts and trust that God will bring them to his 
own fruition in future years. 

I do not know whether your requested return to Phoenix will 
find any opportunities for stable priestly ministry in that region. 
For that reason I wish to somehow establish a formal structure of 
contact and support. Permission is hereby granted for one year, 
renewable upon review in Spring of 1997 in order to be assured that 
you are receiving the network of human and priestly support needed 
for long term happiness and spiritual growth. May God bless you 
abundantly in this decision. 



Sincerely in Christ 



Most Reverend Richard J. Sklba 
Auxiliary Bishop of Milwaukee 



RJS/rt 
Copy to : 



Archbishop Weakland 
Bishop Thomas O'Brien 
Fr. Leonard Barbian 




mi South Lake Drive M Box 079U 
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ARCIlbiOCl-SP^pC)) 7 MILWAUKEE 



OFF)Cl;Ol : THEARCHBI$H0P 



March 6, 1997 



Reverend Marvin Knighton 



Wauwatosa W! 53226 
Dear Marv, 

I am finally getting back to your letter of February 11th. I took a 
little extra time because I wanted to talk it over with Bishop Sklba. 

With this letter I give you permission to take a personal leave of 
absence with faculties and with permission to relocate to Phoenix- There 
is no doubt, Marv, that you have done your best work in school ministry 
and I can see why you want to return to that profession. Blessings on 
you. 

You know as well as J that it would be very difficult to alter the 
mind of Bishop O'Brien. I am afraid that there is not too much that I 
can do in that regard. I certainly wili he seeing him in June and will 
bring up the issue again. My own assessment is that you somehow would 
have to gain his goodwill and confidence in you. I am hoping that that 
will work out for you. 

Thanks for the good work that you have been doing here among us. 
I read your column regularly and find that I always get a good new 
Insight > 

Many blessings on you, Marv. Peace. 




Sincerely yours in the Lord, 




Most Reverend Rembert G. Weakland, O.S.B. 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 



350f Somh Ukc Drive. P.O Box 0791 2 
Milwaukee. Wn32G7-0-912-( -4 [4)7690497 
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Rev. Marvin T Kniejilon 




Augusi 25/2003 

Archbishop umnthy VL Dobn 
Archbishop of Milwaukee. 
Archbishop Cousins Center 
3:>01 S Lake Drive 
PO 13 ex 079)2 
Milwaukee, W I 53207 0912 

Dai Archbishop Doian: 

Periec to you! 1 hope that yon have had n peaceful and relaxing vacation. J am glad thai you .ire recoiling positive 
responses ho in so many in Milwaukee. The people ol this archdiocese arc good people ami deshe lo serve and build 
[he Kingdom ij>f Cod. In my twenty-eight years serving as a minister in the priesthood, 1 jitii profoundly impressed by 
rheiii compassion, love and concern in making our church community most productive, m living out ihc Gospel and 
our SaeiarneniaJ 1ive<» as Catholic Clujstians\ 

My thoughts and prayei s arc also with yon as our Shepherd, where you haoc to i. nd lo pertinent issued il-.af we ail 
f^ci: jn regard lo sexual abuse in our Catholic Faith Ji is our faith thai calls us to he people of hope and wc will rise 
lo a new sense of being Church ainid the present pains we face. 

I aj:i pleased io let you know that on August 22, 2003, (he feast of the, Queen ship of Mary; I was acquitted of ihe 
false aH ego I i on lhni has plagued my life (his past year and a half. It truly has been an agonising lime in my life. 'I lie 
support of my family, friendf, fanner students, their parents and so many has been a bWsiag. 

I rim .'in African American priest, ordained May 24, 197.*) hy ihc late Archbishop William E. Cousins. 1 am a 
classmate with Bishop James Harvey and Bishop Joseph N. P^rry and others from ihc class of 1975, who arc 
outstanding men in ihc priesthood. 1 am fifty-three and ho'ding? The majority of my ministry has been in secondary 
edn <jdon where 1 have had ihe opponunily of serving at Messmer, Pius XI. and Dominican High Schools. 1 ;jIso 
have served jn Pubhc education here in the Milwaukee area and alse> in Phoenix, Arizona. 1 recently served for one 
yt-EU as Campus Minister ai Sl Mary's High School in Phoenix Arizona. 1 wns privileged lo serve as well, at Mount 
Mary College as Campus Minister and 1 also taught a summer course in education for (wo summer;. 

Dun to my years servi in education, 1 hold two Master Decrees. 1 obtained a Master Degree in education from 
Majc]oette "University m May 1086. That degree is in counseling and personnel work with a ccnificiuion m middle !o 
secondary education in counseling, 1 went bjck lo school to obtain anoihcriVJasicr Degree in administration, K ■ 1 2 
(hni 1 obtained from Cardinal Stritch University in May 2000. J hope lo continue to serve in thai capacity fori 
believe ffvl is how 1 best serve oer peop!e, the Church 

1 have three adopted sons | who are noi biologically rcUt.d 

were born in Souih Korea They are of African American/Korean descent. Children who arc not full Koreans, 
especially Vila( k children, have n terrible time bein^ accepted and never arc able to obtain citizenship as Koicans. 
[lie tragedy of such children is, in Korea they arc considered a non-cwity and therefore, ihcy hold no rights and 
privileges if they remain in Korea The other deplorable reality about their background is, that as Americans, we do 
noi of for such children or adults citizenship, unless they ;irc adopted or sponsored. A das:„n.3lo, I ; r. llilarion 
Mikritoi.sky who serves in the Air Voccn encouraged me lo adopt and J did. Our former Archbishop did not sanction 
these adoptions, however, it was an is<;ue 1 felt morally ] had to do and therefore did it out of personal ennvicnor/f: of 
the Cospeh 1 mi^hl add, [>e did come to our hope foi lunch with B B^incl me when they were six and nine. 
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My youngest son | | ;s from jiere. His background js\ that he is part Japanese, CamasMn and Afric^)! Amu <c;nk 
J may iry to £et him into golf J A gang in Milwaukee uuiidcrcd his mother in from of him. She wns sliul in ihe head 
from a sawed riff shotgun, | | who was (luee ai Ihc (line, was found on lop of hci in a poof of blood, i^s she Jay 
dr ad in an alky It was on (hi- front page of lite paper and J icid die aiiiclc tii^d prayed fa lnm for two weeks. I hiiei 
me-l him on Christmas day and from there he has come into our lives. J did not warn 10 adopt him due io mc b o i j i >> 
(ony seven at d^e if me. I also knew my parenting would soon end and was looking forward to that change. My iwo 
son.; misled thai wt- take * tie steps because he needed a home and felt wc al) would do wlI] with and for him. 
Archbishop Wenkland did not sanction this adoption. He did however said he understood why because as lie stated; 
"Marv, yon have a tug hcaii " 

| came to Otn home as a foster child and 1 encou raged that steps be taken £0 seek a two- parent home for him 
Milwaukee County Social Services really warned mc lo adopt him becouse ihey Teh under my guidance t,hat he had 
truly prospered and hud come alive, which he did. He stayed with us for four months and 1 i'eli bud by tny decision 
noi in adopt, hui /ell it was in the best inicresi for his future. The furroly he went 10 ody kept him for six months fl 
was sad and tragic to see how emotionally he had deteriorated and ihis truly occurred after being with this family for 
lhrec weeks. The Milwaukee County Social Services at (he time then pleaded with mc to consider adoption and 1 
did. 1 might add that he truly is doing well and continues to blossom in bciny a fine young lad. lie is in 1t{i grade at 
Si Thomas The Apostle here in Phoenix. lie, as wed as ■ fj* arc n blessing in my life, as well as my dear 

mother arid family in Detroit and so many friends during Ihis difficult time in my ministry My father passed away 
July 24. 1995. 

As you are aware, 1 was in the midst of a false allegation dun a young man, J fhad alleged io Projci:r 

Benjamin back in February 2002. f mention my accuser's name because lie had gone to the secuku pre.\s suiting who 
he was, and openly has shajed \hcst: false allegations. 

J am not ant;iy with toy accuser,^ have known him since tic was in H lh grade and know he has struggled 

emotionally even before 1 met him. I have enclosed a timetabje of my contact with him and his family for your 
infounaiion. 

There is however fi tremendous sense of hurt and auger in mc in regard lo how this matter has been handled, not only 
recently but also in ihe past. In \993 1 had found out that my accuser hod nsscjied to his then therapist and his father 
ihai 1 supposedly had an "innppropriaic" relationship with mm. 1 found oui through the father when 1 met Kirn in 
Kohl s supermarket in Wauwatosa. He wouldn't speak to mc and 1 wasn'l sure if he was in one of his moods where 
he would not speak. T later found out from him after visiting their home thai his son had made allegation* against 
mc Again, I have enclosed a chronological timetable with this letter. 

The young man iji 1993 never went to the Archdiocese or Project Benjamin lo voice ihis false allegation [ knew 
about it and knew whatever hcwassn\'ing was fahc and therefore; 1 went to report this inlonnfliion to our Vicar at 
ihe nine, Fr Thomas Vennc. | |was cjuite pastoral; forthright in asking ilv: mrdr-d \h rinxmi ■ jorsJinns he had 
to do. lie suggested that 1 make an appointment to meet with Matthew Flynm ^^^^^^^^^^^^H so thai he 
wss aware ol the siluatiun, smee he legally represented the Archdiocese. 

T went io see Mr. Matthew Hynn and shared with |>irn my contact with ihe family and my accuser. He (no risked the 
needed quesr.oni and 1 felt comfortable with such questioning because I knew then :;s I do now, nothing 
inappropriate ever happened with this young man Mr Flynn tlien suggested that we simply wait to sec if he would 
file a report with Projeci Bcnjarrun. I wanicd ititr Arclidiocesc to call the young man, his lather in and deal with the 
issue, bni Mr Flynn preferred thai we wad. 

Two or more weeks had passed and my accuser never filed a complaint with Uie Archdiocese via Project Benjamin. 
J then met wub Mr. Matthew Flynn tor a second nine nin ; he told me not to worry about ii, iJe fell dial ihe young 
man wasn't going to do anything, f did not feel comfortable wiih ihat decision and again required that as "leeal 
counsel" for the Archdiocese, ihai we be proaciive in such a delicate mailer and meet with my accuser. Mr Hynn 
told mc ih;ii it would be too much of a hassle io do anything legally and most likely nothing would happ; n. How 
wrong was that? 
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The week of February 18. 2002 ] received a phone call from our present Vieai for pi tests. I i> Joseph j". f lom^ck 
lie slated dial he nettled lo mcci wiih mc but never ^ivc mc any chic why ;jnJ what we wcte meeting about- 1 
assumed thai since J would f>e up for an assignment and 1 w,as seeking an ntlnii nisu nii ve position )n one of our 
Cathc ! iicSt hools, il was going to be aboui that. This still bolters medial Fr. Hoi nac^lc uKdse to noi abide by our 
diners an policy in dealing with iMs delicate issue, / might odd, thai (he A rchdiocr.su a policy was fondly 
<il<r?£i\T(\uil throughout my whole ordeal, as well as my Canonical Rights, and my Civil Rights and Ubty.'ics, 

February 2 ft, 7-002 at 9:45 A.M. I met wwh Fr. Joseph Honiacck and ihe Director ol "Project Bcnjamuu Dr. Barbara 
Reinke. We met in Joseph's office. ) went into Joseph's o filer and later Dr. Rrinke came in from S. Kathleen's 
office We sal there and ihey both sirred at mc v not saying n word. 1 finally looked at Joseph and asked htm what 
w;>.s the meeting aboul. lie then rojel me ibat there whs an aJIcganon thai cninr in lo Dr, Rcinke's office and ihey 
wanted lo know wjiat was this all about. 1 mi^bl add, liiey had nn papers o T LJie wiiiicn allegation for mc to iead> nor 
did F r . Jfomacek suggest before the meeting thai i might have my attorney picsent oi someone with Die as a witness 
in ifik meeting. Again v this was in total violation of my rights and archdioccsan procedures. 

I hey both began to asjyrnmierGtJMiucsijons, never stating whom my accusci was. I finally luld ihejn; " 1 know who 
yon art: talking about* J | They both were surprised and I (lien shaied with them how / had known back in 

)99"S he and his father were s preading around lo others this false allegation of rnc having an m appropriate 
relationship with | |. J also shared with them that J had met with our then Vjenr and met w/th Mr. Matthew 

Flynn, nilorncy for the Archdiocese. 



The qoesiwns again kept coming from Fr. Hornacek and Dr. Weinke and n^ain, ihey itevei would showed me any 
documentation lha! Or. Rcinkc may have taken during her interview with my nccusci Theii whole approach to my 
interview with (hem was a source of "entrupweni" During die interview both Fr llornacck and Dr. Remkc put 
wor'.i\ into my mouth 1 Had never said. They fed back to mc false information ihai supposedly I had confessed lo and 
never did. Dr. Reinkc neither had conect information regarding this young man's psychological hiMory, his 
sclxmJing and earlier perdnent concerns as well. Neither of ihcm could keep information conect, and basically what 
Ihey were domg was seeing mc as guilty l~hrougho»J ihis pjoeess, Fr. Joseph Hornacek and Dr. Barbara Rcinkc 
abased their specific roles and responsibiiity as Vicar and Director. Fr. 1-1 or mice k was neither "diplomatic"' nor 
"objective" as it is written in the job description for Vicar for Clergy. Il was the most disgusting and unfair meeting 
with Fr. Norjiacck and Dr. Rcinkc. It was obvious to me thai they both had laken on a prosecutor's role against mc. 
Again, it was Fj. Joseph's responsibility lo initially tell me nnd encourage me lo bring someone with mc, as a support 
and as a witness for mc. He never mode any such suggestions. Fr. Joseph aiso never spoke with me about my 
Canonical rights, nor did he suggest any names for me to seek out Canonical advise. 

In out first met ling I told thern both that I did not trust them, <md 1 still don't! li was in ihal meeting that wo agreed 
that J should meet with my accuser and they would set the meeting lime. I later questioned such n meetinp after 
speaking with Attorney Matthew Flynn; he didn't sec any value in il. I spoke with my attorney at the lime and he mo 
didn't ihmk that il was advisable. 1 shared my concern with Fr. Hot meek and Dr Rcinkc and ihey both felt that I 
was trying lo Vk hidc" something, 1 therefore agreed to meet and we did, March R, 2002. 

I left the meeting with the two of thern nnd was really saddened and disheartened by the process. I later went lo msci 
wnh my supervisor, Mauie^n Gallagher to share what happened. Dr (>allag,her was most suppoilivc and encouraged 
me to write: a chronological tunc line, that wnrild explain my contact with this family and i did. 

Friday. March 8, 2002 was the day that I met with my accuser and those present were as follows: 



Fr. Joseph J lomacek 
Dr Harbaxa Reinke 

Mr. Lee An gen 
Mi jH 



Vicar for Clergy 

Director of Project Renjamm 

My acc user 

Hi Therapist 

K stepmother 



Mrs|_ 

Mrs" V irk i fioneshoiV Mv fnend/unoiec] 
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The/ft is ;>» rndused i/opy oi lh;n merjinj.; with r h i> leno Ai iJju i:j >iJ uT i>i-ii dim Mm; Or. Barb/ua Rc:*jj^c ask'ftd my 
B££im% if J ovur touched mm or hini me in;jpf)fj jprirs^'Jy JJis responv lo thai question was, " No. in no way 
did )>Y, Mun" f.VL-r anything like thai/' J he irygedy following ihji meeting was. Thai my accuser must have 
spoken wftft someonr lollop ing that na.riui^. lor wlmi hi: Lilt:; mei wills uur Disnict Auonicy. the mfor nTanon lie 
gave lo him oi her is quite different. Here is a young man, along with li s buni/y and 'possibly oihrrs„ who :-re 
poMUtmj; ntl a criimnal net by givu^ false lesttmony lo The District Attorney. T; j.^ di coutsehax bc^in decided 
Through out te#al sysit:in with my rfcquiu.il. 

Following (hat inmnif. I was instructed by Fr. Joseph Hon week thai my woik as a consultant wa l . limited. I was uot 
10 meei wiih students nh>nt<, nor was I w have ■ contact with youn& propK I understood somewhat his concern, 
yet. I found myself being ucaied as guilty." I suggested hi him and Dr Kciukc dial [ muld £<ve mem lists of 
farmer students who rn [he pan 1 ftsd inker* on mps* taken on rcEicftK who are now aduhs who have thx highest 
a-.bpccl. admiranon nod love Tor me m(\ ] ihem. 1 even suggested 4ha[ Thcv meet with my I wo older adopted sons 
who are j)ow adu)Ls, and they both looked at me and said, " no, iJicy wen: noi iujcicsted m meeting wjth any of ihese 
people.*' ] found their stanec on this issue to be again unfair, and I hey being tmwiUing to look ai the whofo picufre. 

April 10, 2002 I m&l with It. Joseph Ikirnaeck and Dr. Haibara Kcinke a£aui and in ibai meeting i api'm found ihcro 
boih evasive and sliming false m tor mill ion. l ; r. Homacek was imhe crmcai of the v hronoloftica] icpmt 1 had written 
in frr ih1 u> my miUcl wrih ihe| |!l-nni)y. Fr. Ur.cnucek accused me of suyinfi (hat l hat! nbused find 
I told him th ai I ucvcrtol said ihni. U> ;uj^ueit with nu; :md finally. Dr. Reinki conunr.iticd ihat I lind never bad sukt 
Mhi! I -iboscdH | *Sh\jMir(. "Joe. he ntrvei $&id Ihai tseuhmbed in bed i.rd kissed him in (he mouth Joe, 

llir.n reiiifirkiul. " I huve. j! in my notes " I r^spwiuied. "Joe. just because; yon ^fy(c if in your notes doesn't mciin I 
Mild rr. I rrever snki /b;it J eJiml'ed m l>ed ftl>(J kls$&d ?um »: ihe motiib." Fr Jo&cjjIi then ap< l j}>[zi\1. rollowi/i^ ihjii 
mrciir^, I n:»:civod ^ Jutl^i si;jjjm» ihiii thry Jwd noli bed I he Uep*jiimcni of Public Jusirucuon th^l my 
liecT>5c^/eenifie^uonK should U- pui on hold, even witltoul any convieiions. 

In iJint meebng they ihftn brought »p ^i con^pb^mt froro aMB^H 1 knew iiyin my p.-t.ct exom jt.nei: ili^ilin: 
with Fr. Joseph HorniiCek at\cl Dr. Barbara Remkc, it would bv bener no t even to com ment On this r.nmpbunL I 
looked at the b oth of the m and siriiply said. M Iv-av-o notliing to say ubom| ^ " 1 later signed wiih Uiem 

thiU 1 Lnesv Mr.H Bbeiore I w^ mdiuned. in I9T7 or 197 t, Fr. Joseph responded, "so. ibis nhim: it Imppened in 
1^74 find J"7S " J ronKcd ,\\ bim uul a^tin hind; " I knew die young man b;u:k in 1972 and 1973." Fr. Hornncck 
; ( ^tn sMid, "Oh! h w.is tn ^97^J J[nd 1975.'" 1 a^rcir (oW him f?ia{ I ktiew the young man back in 1972 and 1971 Now, 
1 am uoi ftptt d be has :> heJtri/>g probhan or jyol bol he sure wasn't fistcnin/j. ii was ufirr fhose comuienis; I refused 
in jmswei any ijurstioiib on this euinuhmiL 1 le dien mnde a Knee ring remark to mc "How mimy mora 3ftftCS£ 
coniplaiiils aic wc »oul» to y.ict uboni you?" I tell his tommem was liighly rude ;uid out of place! 

I a^ain found the both of them no< Hiving me the information on ivruien pnper. In no way was J going to share with 
ihem iiuyihin^. whetlicr something did or didn't happen. They both simply didn't (ell the truth and falsified 
information. In ihM meebng Dr. Reinkc then said lhat ^he had spoken with Barbara Cusnek, ihe Chancellor for the 
Arctxtfoce** Siws mcmionctd we know you have nn adoptal child who h a minor and (am lellin^ you h.ivc to take 
hun to be mkn lo-vcd by "M'rutri a>o Services K 1 hxjk^rf at her ^md {old herdjat I needed lo check wuh my 
auorncy's firai. At thaj poiai, 1>7. Reinke began (o point her Imger in my face saying, *' Dun*\ you dar^ cou^u:! 
your aU^rory, Don v J yuu up ot)r |>rocoss." I was laken bsu 'k J^y her rcspoj)5e ,Jnd i)^n shared wiih her and 
Hr. Joseph thai \ had j ijQh(s and thfU they both hud violaltd both my Canonical and Civil Lmciucs. "Hits meeting was 
noi productive m allf i'M . Reanke then bc^nn to call me a "^ehild abuser " \ w;u; then lold thai my Facollies were 
dismissed, howcvci, I was able i * * celebrate Fnrhori^i uloni: if wiih juh i!her pti<"Sl . fr. Joseph also mid me ibai my 
salary was cot in hall and 1 argued ibat wasn't fuir simply said. "I 'm sorry/' This was later changed after I spnke with 
Vr Maureen Cialla^lKT and she was nhle to imaijiiain my "full salary" mud Jtme 2002. h\ July 2002 my salary w;is 
cot in half nud to Ibi-s day» 1 ucn er received a leHer &falin< r » why ll>:W had been done. Since then, I hnvu bad lo 
sell jfly Jiuinc and move m with a frieod who wns mosl willinj- :k Ma n^any nthen;^ lo take my son ;md mc in. 

Dining (his piocesi J h,n) /erjuL*Med from V\\ Jlonvteek and Dr. Jceinkc witflcn rr>fm maiioa they had received imd io 
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no iiviiil, | couldn't reoem- K 1 d>Cn w?o!e Archbishop Remberl Weak land and asked him to intervene nnd he (Jiil. I 
then received i he needed information to £ivc 10 my atioi nry at (he lime thai was located in Madison, Wisconsin, i 
called Di Reinke on theOceasiOll of jcccivjpig ihe. information and told hci that chics and times were inaccurate. Her 
rf^ponse to me wtis. ''Look Mnr>, J am »uf going (o quibble wiih you ovrr some miliar details. 1 " Again, I found 
her rcspon.se ami attitude pr oscillatory ajkI most unfair. 

1 ne iingcdy of il! f hi ^ " [Js | ), ; riven' t heard from anyone, ewccpi <t teller fiom Archbishop Wrakktnd (after I wioic him 
a fie) his smi^filivs). Hishup S V : L 7 , ■ finally wrote ni August mid Pi. 1 H?i nacek. ;iflei J had written him hoping he was 
fine following his surgeries. ) !t;ivc not recoiled a phone call f/oni anyone in ihe Vicar's Of.'icc. to see If I was fine. 
Those persons who have been compassionate enough lo Cull from our Arehdioccsan Offices has been Dr. Mauicco 
GnJbtghcr, David Pioihcto and others from die school office. She has been most supportive, compassionate and 
understanding. There have been priests who have been mosi supportive, cailmg me, gelling tocher wiih me for 
lunch, whteb J Iimvc found most supportive, ami a source of healing. The support atso comes from numerous former 
smdems and theij parents, people from paiLshes ) have served. 

) am deeply saddened by the nun of events iliai have u anspircd since I T cbni<«ry 2002. Il is a travesty ilia! those in 

B^s of authority have itemed me in such an uncbai liable manner, li is iragic ih^t ibis whole matter widil 
C'uuld li.«vc heen .j verted back in 1993. Now, the ArJidiu<.ese (ws Lijrned ihr.irbuek on me and 50 many other 
pnests. 

My fiisi attorney who was front Madison, Wisconsin was quite concerned ahou* I he Archdiocese's handling of my 
situation, There arc a number of concerns dial my attorney rhen and my attorney I have now fceJ the actions by ilu: 
Archdiocese border on die line of being "cnniinal" in nature. The ClianceHor of our Archdiocese, Barbara Ann 
Cusack v jointed Canon ten! 1 aw. as well as ihe Privacy- Act 1974, when she gave out in formation from my personnel 
files and then thai information was falsified, which was then given to (he District AUOfncy. Some of die false 
information mnt was given \o ihe District Ailomey wns dom: speeiHeolly to discredit me as a pries l The 
comiocramics thai Dr. Rcinkc writes in the DA rcpon is appalling During u\y trial proceeding, some of that 
m/ormaiion was brought forward oven [hough it wasn't damaging informniion. 

1 truly believe Dr. Rcjnkc sivould jesign from her position ns Director of Project Benjamin, along with her teaching 
position at St. Francis Semiivmy. 1 nko hold ihai Fr. Joseph Hornacek shotdd icsign from his position us Vicar doe 
to his »oJc in not being forthright with mti on a number of issues ;>nd hnn too, falsifying infonnaiion lo onr former 
Archbishop and to the Djstrici A«orncy as well Ne also unpmfe^stonaily shared with a priest of the nrcheliocese ihji 
I would never f\n \C lion ;is a prirst m \Uis archdiocese He nev^r hnd ihe courtesy to share that information wtth >ne. f 
also believe onr Chance] |or, Barbara Ann Cusuck should resign, tine to tu r violating my Canonical and Civil 
Liberties in nnsusing my personnel Ides I again wish to emphjisr/e diti criminalily of what has been dt>i>e to me ft:is 
l^en most disturbing and upsetting. 

J am fully nware thai Fr. Joseph Hornacek holds a bias loward? me and Itas since 1 was ordained hack in 1 9"J,5. He 
alon^ with others who Acre on the faewlty hnck men in no w:»y wnni&d me ^o be ordained 'jli^nks lo mi* inking thi\ 
initiative and meei/ng with oorihen oof Archbishop, WiUiam H. Cousins, E was ordninccl Joseph to this day holds a 
bias towards me. Professionally. Ft. Hornacek shoul/l have removed himself from my situation iinec he has and is 
unnblci to make decisions based on fairness^ diplojn^cy. and objectivity and upholding Chrisiiun Values. 

1 have spoken with «wo differerst Canonists and will most likely will be working wiih one in particular in regard to 
my Canonical Rights thai have been violaied. Some of (he issues in regard to Canon Law \\n\i diaw a cuneeni aic ^ 
follows; 

Cannon 220 No one is pej milled to t bridge uidawftiNy the good reputation which 
anollicr pei^on ^i;joys r>ot to violate die right of another person io pro- 
tect hh or lies owrj pn v;iry. 
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Cannon 221 (1) The Christian faithful can legilirnaiely vindicate nnd defend ihc rights which 
they enjoy in the Church Ixforc n competent cccJe.^i^stic^l conn in accord 
with (he norm of law. 

(2) The Christian iroihful also have therein, if they 3rc summoned to judgement 
by competent authority, that ihey be judp.e in accord will: *hc prescription of 
of i he law to be applied wii- equity. 

P) The Christian faithful have ibe ri#hi r>f»i to be punished wifb canonical penahies 
Except in accord with ihe norm of law. 

Cannon 28J (1 ) Wvm cIctjcs dedicate themselves lo the ecclesiastical ministry iky deserve 
a remuneration which is consistent with ihciv condiiion in accord with the 
W\ \t of Lheir responsibilities and with ihf: condition of lime and place; This 
remnneiaiion should enable them lo proved for the need of their own life and 
for the equitable pnymenf of those whose services they need. 



Cannon 384 The diocesan bishop is :o attend to ;>\ shyers with sped ft J concern and listen 

to [iiem ;ik his assist an is and nii vi ^crs: he is lo protect their rights and see lo il 
that they correctly fulfill the obligations proper lo \heir state and thai means 
institutions which ihcy n< :d arc available lo ihcm lo fosicr Ihcir spirllunl and 
intellectual life; he is also lo make provision for their decent support and 
social assistance, in record with ihe norm of law. 

Cannon 1390 (1) One who falsely accuses a confessor before an ecclesiastical superior of ihe 

offense mentioned in can. 1 387 incurs an automatic (laiae scnieniiae) interdict; 
and if a cleric, also a suspension. 

(2) One who furnishes an ecclcsiasiical superior with any other calumnious de- 
nunciator! of an offense or who otherwise injures ihc good reputation of 
<mothc> person can he punished with a just penally, even including a censure. 

(3) A calumniator can be coerced also to make a suitable reparation. 

Cannon 139 1 The following cat) be punished with a just penally in accord with Ihc seriousness 

of the offense; 

1 . one who fabricates a false public ecclesiastical document, or changes, 
destroys or conceals an authentic document, or uses a false or changed 
document; 

2. one who uses another false or changed document in an ecclesiastical matter; 

3. One who slates a falsehood in a public ecclesiastical document. 



I recognize thai I am not a Canonist, however, J have spoken with Canonists and it is most obvious not only to mc, 
but others, that my rights as a Cleric have been violated. The abusive issues in regard to my canonical rights are 
again only one segment of concern The other issues at hand are how my civil rights and liberties have nlso been 
violated as well. 
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Dn Barbara Reinke is a profession*!] psychologist. Dr. Rcinkc as a psychologist is fully aware of (he ethical codes 
i here cuLmsdors and psychdogESts are called to adhere to in ihv State of Wiscoasin, Dr. Rcinke has violated n 
number of those ethical codes some of ?hose vjolaiio/>s arc as fojiows: 

Psy 5.01 (2) Gioss nc-^.ligencc in the practice of psychology. 

(4 ) Pe [forma nee o r p to fess i on a J ser vices i ) 1 com\ stem with 
[riming, education, or expei icrtce. 

(7) Reporting distorted, ciToneous, or misleading 
psychological information. 

(9) Allowing professions: jvidgrneni 10 be com rolled by 
anoiher. 

(17) Failure 10 avoid dual relationships or relationships that 
may / j j jp^ir one's objectivity or crealc a conflict of 
interest. Dual relationships include treahng empjoyecs. supervisees, 
lose friends or relatives. 



Afchhishop Detail, J realize [bis letter lias become quite lengthy, however, the longevity of this written concern only 
slightly touches the pain I have endured this past year and a half. This has truly been a test of my foith> not so much 
in Cod, but in a Church thai 1 have believed and served in Tor numerous years. ) hope thai at some point we will 
have the opportunity to meet in regard to the issues I have shared. My artorney is quite concerned about this mauer. 

3 hope that due to nvy acquittal, my past income from July 2002 to /ha present, including my reimbursements for 
retirement investments arc returned to mc I also believe in fairness, I should be put on full salary for the fiscal year 
of 2003-2004 in to compensate for die damage that has been done. I also believe that according to the Archdiocese 
policy, the diocese is to assist in full orptinid Legal assistance due to rny acquittal. I am hoping that Fairness <v\)l 
Anally come in all millers, including my reinstatement with full faculties, i am not at this point ready to actively 
serve in the ministry at this time for J do know 1 need to be healed. However, in the future, 1 hope to serve as 1 have 
been called. 

Due to the circumstance that has occurred J am requesting too thai I remain in Phoenix with ihe idea and appreciation 
of Canon.273 . 1 do wish to incarttinale in with the Dioce^ of Phoenix bui wish to reside until lime has past from this 
tragedy. 1 helievc for personal wellness and for my adopted son Marcus as well, ihc disiance from ihc Milwaukee 
community is needed. Let us pray for healing for all who have been involved, 

Vraicrnn})y yours in Christ, 

Rev. Marv T. Kjiighton '75 
Enclosures - 
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ARCt-DI0 CbSF^g [0F MJLVWK'HH 

Department for Cletlcv 



August 13, 2007 



Marvin T. Knighton 




Phoenix, AZ 85028 



Dear Marv, 

I am sorry to be the one that needs to affirm the fact that the penal trial called for by the 
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith has been completed. The decision of (he 
Tribunal found that crime was committed in two of the three counts presented. The 
judges have imposed the penalty of permanent restriction from ministry, I presume that 
you received this information and have discussed it with your canonical advocate. 

Given tins situation, I am writing to ask you if you would prefer to seek a voluntary 
laicizatjon from the clerical state. Such a decision on your part may help to bring closure 
to this experience and help you to move on to a new leg in your life's journey. 

Would you kindly respond to this letter in writing by the end of August, 2007? If yon 
should decide to seek voluntary lakization, someone at the archdiocese would be happy 
to help you with the process, 

Thank you for the consideration, Marv. Please know that you are in my prayers daily. 
Li the Lord Jesus, 

Very Reverend Curt J. Frederick 
Vicar r or Clergy 

C: Dr. J. Michael Ritty, advocate 



3501 Sauih Uke Dnvc, RO, Box 070912, Milwaukee, Wl 53207-0912 
Phone: (414)769-3484 - E-MaUj dejgy®archntil org * Web i[T£: \v ww.archmii.org 
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CON GREG ATIO 
PRO DOCTR1-NA I IDEI 



(XU2Q Off a M Vdifam, 



31 January 2009 



n 325/2003-28756 




CONFIDENTIAL 



Your Excellency, 

I arii wi iting to you regarding the case of Rev, Marvin KNIGHTON, a priest of 
your Archdiocese who has been accused of the sexual abuse of minors. This 
Congregation has received from Rev. Knighton an appeal against the sentence, given 
on 27 July 2007, m the Penal Process carried out at First Instance by the Metropolitan 
Tribunal of Detroit. Your Excellency has also requested that a more severe penally be 
imposed on Rev. Knighton than thai given* in the Tribunal of First Instance. 

The Congregation has authorized the Tribunal of the Archdiocese of Cincinnati 
to cany out a Penal Process at Second Instance and would therefore kindly request chat 
Your Excellency ensure that all of the Acta pertaining to this case are forwarded to the 
said Second Instance Tribunal Your own concerns regarding the penalty imposed 
should als'o be included. Your request should be construed as a petition that the 
Promoter of Justice in Second Instance file for a dirnissio inpoenam. 

Thanking you for your assistance nn this matter, with prayerful support and 
best wishes, I remain 



Sincerely yours in Christ, 




* Luis F. Ladaria, S.J. 
Titular Archbishop of Thibica 
Secretary 



His Excellency 

Most Rev. Timothy M DOLAN 

Archbishop of Milwaukee 



P.O.Box 070912 
Milwaukee, WI 53207-0912 
United States op America 
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TIMOTHY MICHAEL DOLAN 



Miseratione DivLna et Aposrolicae Sedis Gxatia 
Archiepxscopus Milvauchiensis 



PRECEPT 



In response to the pastoral needs of this Christian community, in virtue of my authority as diocesan 
bishop (c. 38 \ t §1), and in accord with the provisions of canon 49, I formally place upor: Reverend 
Marvin Knighton the following obligations: 

1) To refrain from all contact with minors, vulnerable adults, and other persons or categories of 
persons who have proven lo be occasions of temptation in the area of sexual morality; 

2) To cease u&ui further notice all public ministry including the celebration of Eucharist; Euchacst 
may be celebrated in a private sotting alone or with only another pries i or priests in attendance; the 
celebration of any other sacraments will require my explicit permission :n each case; 

3) To .a void al) places and situations thai, from past experience, have been occasions of serious, 
temptation in the acea of sexual morality; 

4) To cease any and all activities and relationships that may be described under the broad category of 
pastoral counseling; 

5) Until further notice the faculty to hear confession is revoked 

The reasons motivating this decree arc the allegations of sexual activities in violation of the obligation 
of clerical celibacy (c. 277. §1). These restrictions are seen as necessary and prudent precamions and 
will remain in effect until notice of their revocation. Any violations of this niecept couJd result in 
penal aciion and Ibis decree shall serve as canonicaj warning to that effect. 

This decree shaJt be executed by means of its communication to Reverend Marvin Knighton by Very 
Reverend Joseph Homacek. 




SEAL 
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Entry for the File of Marvin Knighton 
By Barbara Reinke 



ApriJ 11,2002 

I received a call from Father Marv Knighton, who did not see the need lo have his son, 

I interviewed by Child Protective Service workers ;ind fears Cor the disruplion for 
his son. .Marv bdievtMhauhe iniervjew that was carried uul wjLh his older son during the 
adoption process of| (should suffice. 1 explained to Mnrv thai T recognize the 
unusualness of tliis situation and want to work with him to find a way to accomplish this 
in a sensitive manner, and T will do whatever is necessary to be in full compliance with 
the law regarding mandatory reporting. Marv indicated that he would try to locate the 
adoption worker who previously addressed this issue and put her in touch with me. 

BR:saz 

Addendum to the note about Father Marv Knighton. 

During this co nversation F ather Marv admitted that he had "made a jnistake" in the 
incident with ^ ^ but he insisted thai this incident occurred in 1973, prior to his 

being ordained a de^e^n^ncUlius his behavior does not concern us. He launched into 
another recita) of | | problem until i cut him off. 

BR:saz 
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Boyle, Boyle 6c Paulus, s.g. 

AT LAW 

Gerald p. Boyxu 

COURT CO^MJ^QW^ 

Bridget K, Boyle-Sax ton 

Joseph F. Paulus 
also LFCf mtn <n urn yo^k 

Melissa L Karls 
GER/ao H. Boyle 

Pauline Edwarc& 

August 28, 2003 



Personal & Confidential 

Archbishop Timothy Dolan 
Archdiocese of Milwaukee 
350 S. Lake Dr. 
SL Francis, WI 53235 

Dear Bishop, 

For the past year I had hoped that 1 would have had the pleasure of meeting you, but it was not to 
be. Perhaps I will have that honor as a result of this letter. I know your brother Bob very well. 
I've known he and his lovely wife for many years and have been his great supporter over the 
years. He's just simply terrific, 

I also wish to congratulate you on your anniversary. You have brought life back into this 
Archdiocese and as a Catholic 1 greatly appreciate it. My brother Fr, Pat Boyle S J. is a moral 
theologian at St. Mary's Seminary in Mundelein, Bishop Jerry Listecki is a very good friend 
who I have met through my brother. 

The reason for my tetter is Fr. Marv Knighton. I represented him in his criminal case. What 
happened to this poor man is quite sad. Project Benjamin blew it. They should not be in the 
investigation business. They believe the accuser absolutely and that was a mistake. Their 
judgment was impaired. I know there is now a new organization but I think the same flaws exist. 

During Ft. Marv's trial, the usual suspects were there. Peter Isky, et al> were in attendance 
giving support where there should have been no support. While ] applaud people who help 
people who were abused, there siil) should be some balance to these things and as I tojd Peter, 
not every priesl is guilty. Clearly Marv was not. As a matter of fact in 1994 Marv went to the 
Archdiocese and asked for an investigation because he heard rumors that there were some 
unstated allegations about him, The position was that since there wasn't a complaint, there 



Reply To: 

S3 MILWAUKEE LOCATION 2051 West Wisconsin Avenue. Milwaukee, 53:233 Tetephone (41 h) 343-3300 Facsimile (4\4) 343-3310 
□ l=OX VALLEY LOCATION 2905 UnwcrsjJ Street. Suire 14, C^hfcosfr, WI 54904 Telephone (920) 23M646 Facsimile (920) 230-4716 
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should uot be an investigation. That was a mistake and if an investigation was had H is my belief 
thai Hie matter would have been resolved there on the spot and none of this would have 
happened. 

This priest h destitute, lie had no help on legal fees. Hi^ salary was reduced by cue naJf ami 
then almost completely slopped. No one lias contacted him to help. 1 would hope that there will 
be help. Legal fces ^ c due. I could not le\ this mail go to the gallows simply because he had no 
money. I thought thai if we were successful he would receive help from the Diocese, i thai 
there will he help. Lord knows wc .saved the Diocese some money and embarrassment and 
perhaps put everyone on notice thai no longer will the Diocese roll up die tent but will fight these 
claims if they're not meritorious, 

1 would really like to have a cup of coffee with you aud discuss what T think die Diocese should 
do with these cases. AJ) you have to do is call aud J Ml he there immediately. I know your 
brother will vouch for me in that J Ml never reveal a confidence ot ever embarrass my Church 
which is as important to me as family. 

God bless Bishop and thank you very much for what you've done to bring us back "from the 
abyss we were in these last few years. 

Sincerely yours, 



BOYLE, BOYLE & PAULUS, S.C 




Gerald P, Boyle 
Attorney at Law 



GPB/pe 
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ARCHDIOCESE 
OF MILWAUKEE 

3501 SOUTH l AKfcPftlvr ■ PO.&QX20^ * MrLrtAUKtfc &a?0T * PHONE *l4,'7G9-3300 



OFFICE OF THE AUXILIARY BISHOP 



na mi 



Oc Sober 13, 1988 




Dear; Marv: 



vTust a word to acknowledge your note and to express my sadness at 
seeing the level and anger and hurt expressed in your words to the 
Archbishop. J know that he has tried very hard to be supportive and to 
nurture your own personal and priestly gifts over the past ten end 
one-half years. 

I think It is a mistake in judgement and perception to refer 
continually to the Seminary experience. I am not sure that I or anyone 
has a very clear memory of the issue since we really do deal with each 
other as we are today rather than alLow ourselves to be bald captive by 
experience;-; from the past. I do know that a vast number of priests 
foei thai: you have charted your own course without much prior 
consultation, I have the impression that your decisions to purchase 
the first home and then your present location were taken without prior 
clearing as the CLERGY MANUAL would direct. I also know that the 
Archbishop took a great dea of heat from priests when the article ^n 
the pcper stated that your work at Whitnall was with his approval, when 
the records would indicate that you signed the contract before 
approaching him personally. Furthermore, even though our office h as- 
said absolutely nothing about the matter, I have heard priests express 
their unhappiness at your unwillingness to participate in Periodic 
Review. 1 say all these things not to point a finger, but o 
illustrate the sorts of things in recent years which have contributed 
toward the image to which the Archbishop alluded. 

I do pray for the healing that we ail need and, in particular, that you 
may experience this moment as an expression oi' care even if it means 
saying some tough things, I am delighted to learn that the work at 
Pius goes well again. 

May the graces of this new academic year and the support and 
challenging encouragement of your friends be a sign of Bod's 
providential love be an opportunity for new growth always. 

Fraternal i.y, 



Most Reverend Richard J, Sklba 
Auxiliary Bishop of Milwaukee 
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NOV 1 5 1993 




November 12, 1993 



Reverend Thomas Venne 
Vicar for Clergy Personnel 
Archdiocese of Milwaukee 
PO Box 07912 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53207-0912 
Dear Thomas; 

I hope this letter finds you in good health and now able to sleep 
well at night. I recall experiencing similar cycles unable to 
sleep which can be most annoying. 

My thoughts are with you, the Archbishop and our Auxiliaries and 
so many others who must deal with the negative press coverage we 
the Catholic clergy and community endure. It is most in teresting 
the l ates t accusation of a Church Prelate, ^^^^^BBHI^^H 

I, comes when the bishops gather for their meeting. I can 
identify with anyone who is falsely accused, the trauma, hurt, 
confusion and the many other varied feelings one bears. My 
prayers are with the Cardinal and others who suffer in this area. 

Z write mainly to inform you that I am exploring the 
possibilities of working in the Phoenix Diocese. I have written 
Bishop Thomas O'Brien and recently Fr. Jean Blaise S.D.S., of 
their Priest Personnel for a possible meeting in early December. 
Again, I want you to know I am simply exploring the 
possibilities. I also realize that permission must first of all 
be granted from Archbishop Rembert Weakland on this matter. 

Please know that this interest and desire to work in the Phoenix 
area has been with me for some time- I realize I am not getting 
younger and do desire to continue in ministry as priest, but would 
relish the opportunity of serving in a different environment 
which includes climate . 

I have not heard from Fr. Blaise yet but do hope v/e can meet in 
the first part of December. I ask that you keep me in your 
prayers as I continue to discern my life in the Spirit, 

I look forward meeting with Fr. Robert Betz regarding my periodic 
review and would appreciate your input with my results. Let us 
continue to pray for one another, and for the People of God. 

Sincerely, , 
Jrtarv T. Knighton (Rev.) 
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ARCHDIOCESE OF MILWAUKEE 

3501 S. Lake Drive* P.O. Box 07912- Milwaukee, WI 53207-091 2 -(41 4) 769-3484 



Department of Clergy Personnel 




June 6 ; 1904 



Most Reverend Thomas J. O'Brien 
Bishop of Phoenix 
400 East Monroe 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2376 



Dear Bishop O'Brien, 



At your request and with the permission of Fr. Marv Knighton, i 
am sending you copies of the information in his Personnel File. This 
office beg^n in 1980 and information before that was not kept, except 
the Chancery files of appointment Letters. There have been three 
Vicars and the first pages are our log items regarding Marv from the 
mcfct recent to the earliest. The initials are mine R.T.V. (Rev. 
Thomas Venne), R.J.S. (Bishop Richard J. Sklba) and those without 
initios are the first Vicar Joe Janicki- We hope this information 
will be helpful to you. If there is any need for clarification, 
please let know. 

I know that Marv is looking forward to sharing his irinistry in 
your diocese. I know you will rind hiirt pleasant to work with. 
Blessing on your ministry* 



Sincerely , 



U! us go 
Forward 




Reverend B . Thomas Venne 
Vicar for Clergy Personnel 



KTV/sks 
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ARCHDIOCESE 

OF MILWAUKEE FoRW * RD 

!MOi SOUTH USKE • P.O. Bo* mH\2 • mWAUKEE, WISCONSIN tt£Q7«ia • J>HONE , ' 

OFFICE OF THE ARCHBISHOP 



mEBRATIjNG 

ISO YEARS 



June 19 , 1995 



Rev. Marvin T> Knighton 
St. Martin de Porres Parish 



Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53212 

Dear Father Knighton, 

It is with a sense of joy in our shared faith that I ask you to 
become an Associate Pastor at All Saints Pariah, Milwaukee. Following 
the recommendation of the Priest3 r Placement Board, I am happy to 
entrust the faithful of All Saints Parish to your priestly care in 
collaboration with the Pastor, Father Joseph Perry, effective December 
1, 1995. This appointment is for up to six years. 

As Associate Pastor, you are called upon to serve the needs of 
God's people so that they can take their rightful place as baptised 
Catholics in their own Faith -community and in society. Your mission, 
like my own, is one of teaching and sanctifying, and of administrating 
those areas delegated to you by the Pastor, Father Perry. You are 
also asked to collaborate with the Parish Council and those 
organizations designated to work with you. Also, I trust that you will 
work diligently with the priests in your district and enter fully into 
the current Arch diocesan Parish Planning, "Walking Together: 
Collaborating for the Future". 

It is a privilege to share my ministry with you. May God's 
blessings fill your life. 

Sincerely yours in the Lord, 



Most Reverend Rembert G. Weakland, O.S.B, 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 
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128 W. Burleigh Streei 
Milwaukee, WJ 53212-2046 



SL Martin de Porres Central City Catholic Church 



Office: (414)372-3090 
Fax; (414)372 0356 



November 10, 1995 



Archbishop Rembert G. Weakland O.S3. 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 
Archbishop Cousins Center 
3501 S. Lake Drive 
P.O Box 07912 
Milwaukee, W) 53207-0912 

Dear Archbishop Weakland: 

Peace to youf J met with Fr. Carrol Straub today regarding my remaining on as pastor at Sf. 
Martin de Porres. The past six months have not been easy by any means for me and our joint 
staffs froni All Saints. As you know I have dealt with the passing of my father and then two 
months and a day later, rny ninety-fiver year old marernaJ grandmother passed as well My 
life has been impacted with tremendous changes from not remaining in Phoenix; moving 
back to Milwaukee, buying a home, being installed as a new pastor that has had and 
continues to have numerous conflicts. This has been more than just a simple transition! 

The past few weeks it is becoming apparent to me emotionally and physically, that 1 no 
longer wish to continue in this position as pastor. I have strived to confront the issues at 
hand in order to build Christian Community and facilitate our parish community to reach out 
to (hose in need. There have been times when I felt that progress has been made but my 
hopes are doused when I meet with those openly opposed to the directions we are striving to 



It is most obvious that there is a segment of parishioners who are unwilling to collaborate 
with Ail Saints as was suggested by the former Transition Team Some of those individuals 
against coilaboration serve on our Parish Council which in itself poses problems. There is a 
group here who are negative, disruptive, exclusive and demean and undermine my position as 
pastor. There behavior at times is also directed to parishioners as well Fr. Joseph Perry 
recently wrote a letter to one of our parishioners who is attempting to draft a letter to you, 
demanding thai the Archdiocese financially maintain these two sights for five years. This 
attempt was in process without my knowledge, somehow Joseph got the information. The 
tragedy of all this is, the dissension from the few is prevalent at our 10:30a.nr Limrgy. 

J am requesting to end my pastorate at the end of November 1995. I would hope that you 
requesi Fr. Phil RifenberKi to continue on as Temporary Administrator if he is willing, 1 have 
spoken with Joseph on this issue and he would be fine if I continued as Ins Associate at All 
Saints and St. John's Chapel. I would maintain what 1 am doing such as overseeing the 
"Learning Center and the Meal Program' 1 , along with my counseling a( St. Rose Grade 



undertake. 
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Page two 



School, I would continue to be part of this collaborative staff and doing whatever to 
pastoraily encourage that reality. 

I realize that my request dampens what you have hoped for these two parishes. The process 
in ihe past wasn't easy 4 the continuation of developing these parishes is difficult, there are 
more problems that I foresee down the road, especially with some parishioners from St. 
Martin de Porres. 

I hope that we can meet on this request at your convenience. 1 appreciate your time and 
efforts on this matter and Fr. Carrol's listening and compassion. Please know, as [ do with all 
major decisions, I do in prayer and consultation. 



Fraternally, 




cc. Fr. Carrol Straub 



Fr. Leonard Barbian 
Fr. Philip Rifenberg 
Fr. Joseph K Perry 
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July 24, 1996 



Most Reverend Richard I Sklba 
Auxiliary Bishop of Milwaukee 
3501 South Lake Drive 
P.O. Box 07912 
Milwaukee, WI 53207 

Dear Bishop Sklba: 

I regret to inform you that 1 am unable to take the counseling position offered mc in the 
Phoenix- area for the 1996-1997 acadermc year. I will not be moving to Phoenix as I hoped. I 
have not been able to sell my present home here in Milwaukee and in no way can incur 
additional housing costs without the sell of my home. I spoke with the principal in Arizona 
who was hiring me and we agreed that she needs a counselor in place within a week. 

I cannot thank you enough for your understanding, your compassion rhat is needed with those 
who are called to shepherd. You truly are gifted with listening, humor and sensitivity that I 
appreciated when we met this past summer. Knowing that your kindness and love is there, 
facilitates me in accepting this present reality of remaining here Milwaukee. 

1 will remain as the Associate Pastor at All Saints for now. I know that Fr. Joseph Perry will 
appreciate my presence with him as we strive to heal a community that has gone through 
change. Until something opens in education I will strive to do what I can to enhance All 
Saints/St. Martin de Porres/St, John's chapel in being a community of faith. 

May God bless you in all your good works. 



Sincerely in Christ 




MTK 



Copy to: 



Archbishop Weakland 
Bishop Thomas O'Brien 
Fr. Leonard Barbian 
Fr. Joseph N Perry 
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J UN 1 1996 



Rev. Marv T< Knighton 




June 5, 1996 



Bishop Richard J. Sklba 
Auxiliary and Acting Ordinary of 
The Archdiocese of Milwaukee 
3501 South Lake Drive 
P.O. Box 07912 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53207-0912 
Dear Bishop Sklba: 

Peace to you in the J^isen Christ! Thank you for your Time meeting with me on May 22, 
1996, Your compassion, your understanding and humor was appreciated. You are a gifted 
listener which allows empathy for others to exude from you. 

As you know the past year has been most trying in many ways for rne. In June 95' T returned 
to Milwaukee From Phoenix, Arizona. 1 dealt with the sudden death of my father, a few 
months later my maternal grandmother died, along with my immersion into a difficult 
Pastorate at St, Martin de Porres. The months from June to November were mosi trying and 
emotionally taxing in many ways, which finally encouraged me to resign as Pastor of St. 
Martin de Porres. It has been good serving with Joseph Perry at All Saints. In the midst of 
all that transpired, my faith in God and Jesus remains strong. 

These past months being in parish ministry, I realize even more that I best serve "The People 
of God" is in the field of education. I am aware as St. Paul states; " there are different gifts./', 
I believe my gift is enhancing the lives of youth and their parents in the field of education. It 
is that ministry I miss and hope to return in some capacity. 

When I lived in Phoenix, I worked for the Scottsdale Public Schools and found it personally 
rejuvenating. Though it was a secular institution, the staff, students and their parents were 
aware thai I was a Roman Catholic Priest. They were delighted to have me on their faculty. 
While I worked for them, I helped to design a homeroom concept, similar to what exist at 
Pius XI High School. I recently received a request from the District to return for the 1996- 
1997 academic year as a Counselor at their new high school where this program is in place. If 
it is all possible, 1 would like to accept that request. 

I am fully aware that our Local Church is suffering with the shortage of priest and the need 
for priest in parishes. However, I am also aware that the lives of people can be touched in 
other aspects of ministry as well. At this time Bishop Sklba, I feet it would be beneficial in a 
wholtstic sense for me to return to Phoenix and serve in education. 1 shared some of those 
reasons in our discussion. 1 am not seeking excardination nor at this time desire it. 
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As "Acting Ordinary" of the Archdiocese of Milwaukee. I ajn requesting a ''Personal Leave of 
Absence with Faculties", along with permission to move to Phoenix. This appeal is under 
canon 271. I am requesting to be relieved of my Associate Position at All Saints at the end 
of Ju)y. 1 realize that if this is granted, it does not automatically allow me to function as a 
priest within the Diocese of Phoenix. \ hope a favorable letter to Bishop Thomas O'Brien, 
stating that I am priest of the Archdiocese of Milwaukee, in 1( good standing" will facilitate 
me to serve fully as a priest. I realize thai there may be difficulties regardmg this matter due 
to past events in 1994-1995. As you know, I have served our Milwaukee community well 
and I hope to continue serving wherever I may be. 

In granting this personal leave, 1 reahze according our Clergy Manual this is for six months, 
and can be renewed. After a six- month period, namely in December, I will write Archbishop 
Weakland to determine the situation. I realize too, that my health insurance premiums will be 
my responsibility, as well as my payments into my retirement fund, 

T am grateful for all you have done and the time you have given me. I realize that your 
position is taxing and J appreciate your time regarding this concern. You are giving a fine 
service to Milwaukee Let us pray for one another and our world. 

Sincerely in the Risen Lord, 



Rev. Marv T. Knighton 

cc. 

rchbishop Rembert G. Weakland, Q.S3. 
ev. Carrol C. Straub 
Rev, Leonard M. Barbiari 
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JUL 2 1997 




February II, 1997 



Archbishop Rembert G. Weakland O.S.B 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 
Archbishop Cousins Center 
3501 South Lake Drive 
P.O. Box 07912 
Milwaukee, WI 53207-091 2 

Dear Archbishop Weakland: 

Peace to you! You are in our prayers daily at Ail Saints and St, John's Chapel as you deal 
with your healing and treatment for cancer. I believe your days at times are wearing, 
however, I hope you are aware that many have you on their minds, their hearts and in their 
prayers. 

At both parish sites r AH Saints and St. Martin de Porres, our pastoral staffs, along with our 
parish councils have seriously evaluated our upcoming future and budget We realize that in 
order for us to use our monetary gifts well, it is imperative that we creatively deal with staff 
reductions and strive to be frugal. At All Saints we realize that having two full time priest is 
not in the best interest for the parish nor the diocese due to our parish roster. My position is 
bemg terminated at the end of June. I am fine with this decision and have tried to help our 
Council in the Fall to understand such critical financial matters were necessary for the future 
of the parish to frugally maintain the funds at hand and those invested. It would be 
advantageous if both parishes became one, however, that is far from what one parish would 
desire. 

I have been in full time parish ministry for two years. I realize even more that I don't 
blossom in this ministry and where I serve best is in the field of education. St. Paul realized 
in his time the variety of gifts; 11 there are different gifts. /\ I believe my gift is enhancing the 
lives of our youth and their parents. It is that ministry I miss and desire to return in some 
capacity. 

Living in Phoenix from 1 994-] 995 working in the Scottsdale Public School was a 
rejuvenating time for me. I enjoyed working with that District , it was the first time in a long 
time I felt inner peace, knowing I was doing good. The District was pleased with my work, 
they were thrilled to have a Catholic Priest on their staff, serving in their schools. The 
District stiil has a desire for me to return and with your permission I would like to move to 
Phoenix (his June, 1997. 

I am fully aware that our Local Church is suffering with a dearth of priest and the need for 
priest ministering in our parishes. I realize the predicament and stress this places upon you 
and the Church for whom I was ordained to serve. Yet, I know innor peace and doing my 
best, where I serve best, enhances not only my life but those whom I am called to serve. 
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] am not seeking excardination, nor at this time desire it J am requesting a "Persona] Leave 
of Absence with Faculties", aJong with your permission to relocate to Phoenix. This appeal 
to you as my Archbishop is under Cannon 270, and Cannon 271. I realize if this is granted, 
it does not automatically allow me to function with Faculties within the Diocese of Phoenix. 
1 hope a favorable letter and phone call to Bishop Thomas O'Brien, stating that 1 am a priest 
of the Archdiocese of Milwaukee, in "good standing*' will facilitate me to serve and assist the 
Church of Phoenix outside my work with the District. While living ir\ Phoenix 1 am fully 
aware Bishop O'Brien is the Ordinary and ail due respect and obedience will be adhered. I 
realize the difficulties that arose in the past, yet your good words could make the difference. 
1 have served our Milwaukee community well and wish to continue serving wherever I am. 

In granting this personal leave of absence with faculties, I realize according to our Clergy 
Manual, this is for six-months and can be renewed. After a six-months period, I will write 
you to determine the situation. I realize that my health insurance becomes my responsibility, 
including my payments into my retirement fund. 

I axn grateful for all you have dooe and the rime and patience you have given me. I realize 
that your position is taxing, I know this isn't the best time due to your health. I greatly 
appreciate your time and concern regarding this matter. I simply seek to serve and live the 
Gospel with the inner peace we all desire. You are in my prayers. 



Fraternally, 




2 
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Aroidiocese^ of Mlwaukte 

OffoOhThf. Arc. hhsmiop 



JAN 3 199B 



January 27, 1998 



Reverend Marvin K nigh con 




Dear Marv, 



1 received in the mail last week your general Christmas 
newsletter in which you announce that you are adopting another 
child. 

I will place that letter plus this letter of mine into your file if 
proof is needed in the future that you do what you wish and then 
inform us later. 



Sincerely yours in the Lord, 




Most Reverend Rembort G . Weakland , O . S . B - 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 



3501 South Lake Drive RO Box 07912 
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JUL \ 5 1998 



Al^HnOCESE^ gOF MLWAUKEE 

OPFICEOF THE ARCHBISHOP 



July 14, 1998 



K nigh Urn 




Dear Father Knighton, 

It is with a sense of joy in our shared priestly ministry that I 
ask you to join the faculty at Dominican High School as the Associate 
Principal. Following the recommendation of the Priests 1 Placement 
Board, J am happy to entrust llxis office to your pastoral care 
beginning on August 1, 1998. This appointment is being made for a 
period of six years, after which time it will be reviewed for possible 
renewal. 

In this ministry, you are called upon to serve the needs of God's 
people so that they can take their rightful place as baptized Catholics 
in their own Faith-community and in society. Your mission, like my 
own, is one of teaching and sanctifying. To accomplish this mission, 1 
ask you to work closely with the staff at the high school. 

It is a privilege to share my ministry with you. May God's 
blessings fill your life. 

Sincerely yours in the Lord, 



Most Reverend Rembcrt G, Weakland > O.S.B. 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 



3501 Snurh Lake Drive. P.O. Box 07912 
Milwaukee, W! ^3207-0912 ■ MMJ7W-3497 
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Dominica n High School 



J UN 8 2000 



^1 



/hiteflsh Bay, Wisconsin 53217 



June 6, 2000 

Reverend Joseph F. Homacck 
Vicar General/Vicar for Clergy 
Archdiocese of Milwaukee 
3501 South Lake Drive 
P.O. Box 07912 
Milwaukee, WI 53207-0012 

Dear Joseph: 

Peace to you in the Risen Christ! My life has settled somewhat since the completion of my course work for 
my degree in education, planning my 25°* anniversary, graduation, moving out of nay home, and then being 
the homilist at ^Joseph N. Peny's anniversary Mass in Chicago. I don'l know how I was able to get so 
many things done but I did. 

As you may know I have accepted an administrative position at St Mary's High School in Phoenix 
An^ona. My position will begin Ln August, once all the needed paper work from here is sent and I sign a 
contract with the school. I complete my assignment at Dominican High School at the end of June 2000. 

1 am not sure of Archdiocesan policy in regard to payment to a priest if the priest is in between 
assignments. I unforrunaiely packed my guidelines and so I rurn to yon for your assistance. I will have the 
month of July where I will not receive a salary/housing due to this move. My insurance however is covered 
until July and L will be covered with St, Mary's in August. Arc there any possibilities where the 
Archdiocese can cover my salary/housing for the month of July? If so, it would be appreciated. If not, I 
will understand. 

In the event the Archdiocese will pick up my salary/ housing for the month of July> I also hope they will 
subtract the needed monies toward my retirement fund. It is probably best to send information to the above 
address and phone number. Again, (hank you and the Archdiocese for whatever help can be given at this 
time. 

1 will keep you posted once 1 have made the move and found residence in the Phoenix area. Please keep me 
in your prayers as I undertake a little of the uruVnown. I am looking forward to the challenge and the 
change. 



Fraternally yours in Christ, 

Rcv\ Murv T, K nigh foil 

Associate Principal for Student Affairs 
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AUG 2 8 2000 
THE ROMAN CATHOLIC 



church of phoenix 



Office of the Bishop 



400 EAST MONROE PHOENIX ARIZONA 85004-2376 
TELEPHONE (602J 257-0030 • FAX (602J 



August 21,2000 



Rev. Marvin T. Knighton 
St. Mary's High School 




Phoenix A2 8S004 



Dear Fr. Knighton: 

With the approval of Most Rev. Rembert Weakiand> Archbishop of Milwaukee, I 
am happy to grant you the faculties of the Diocese of Phoenix effective 
immediately, I wish you well in your important ministry to our youth as the 
Campus Minister at St. Mary's High School. 

I would like to welcome you to the Diocese and hope your time here is fulfilling 
and fruitful for you. Enclosed are some materials that you might find helpful. 

With cordial good wishes, I am 

Faithfully yours in Christ, 



Most Rev. Thtorfias J. O'Brien 
Bishop of Phoenix 



TJO:jd 
Enclosures 

Cc: Most Rev. Rembert Weakland y 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 



Buildinp t Blessing t Becoming the Body of Christ 
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SEP 5 2001 



ARCITOCISElpt )F ML WUKEE 

41(33 - 

Ofhce or the Archbishop 



August31 : 2001 



Rev. Marvin T. Kjiighton 



Dear Father Knighton, 

At the recommendation of the Vicar for Clergy and with a sense of joy in our shared 
faith, I appoint you a consultant in the Office for Child, School and Youth Ministry. I am happy 
lo entrust this office to your care, beginning September 1, 2001. Your office continues until June 
30, 2002. 

The specific duties of this ministry are outlined in a separate Letter of Agreement 
between yon and Ms. Maureen Gallagher, the Archbishop's Delegate/Director of Catholic 
Education. You will report to Maureen Gallagher as your immediate supervisor. 

Tn this capacity, you will be an Archdiocesan Official. Your mission will be one of 
teaching and sanctifying, It is a privilege to share my ministry with you. May God's blessings 
fill your life. 

Sincerely yours in the Lord, 

Most Reverend Rembert G. Weakland, OSB 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 




3301 Sourh bike Drive. RO, Box 070912. Milwaukee. W( 532O7-0912 
PlkltfE {i H) 769-3497 * Wfb mte www. a re hm tl.org 
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MAft a 1 2002 



AlCHDlOCESF 



'OF MLWAUKEE 



Schools Gmn. a,vd Youih MiNisraiF* 



TO: Rev. Joseph K Hornacek 
/Vicar for Clergy 

Barbara Reinkc 

Director of Project Benjamin 
FR: Rev. MarvT, Knighton 
Rc: Allegations 
Date: March 1,2002 

1 wish to again thank you botb for your understanding amid the needed probing that your position demands of you. 1 
fully understand the delicate position you hold, significantly when charges conic forward of such m:i£nif ude. I a^ain 
wish io reiterate these allegations are false in i his matter in regard to my accuser, ( | Yesterday as you 

can expect . I had a [Meat deal of tune to think ovei all that was shared and I have come to the following cniidusiojK 
on this matter. 

• Before any meeting is set up with my accuser, 1 do see it necessary for me to speak with an attorney on this 
mailer. 1 neecUcJoiow legally Lhr advantage and disadvantage of meeting with | |aud Ins therapist. My 
concern is> Lffl I has been in therapy for over lcn years on and of\\ how can we as panics have a wholesome 

. discussion if neaSa maybe Ins father continue m dysfunction. 

• 1 also need to know legally where I stand ifWKKL his father ^^^Bl coiHiiuii: uj make these false 
accusations of inappropriate sexual behavior. 

• I checked my notes when 1 returned home andH | was in iherapy at die time when he frrsl made his faisc 
allegations with m e. I also have in my notes his father coming to see me because he was so upset with one of 
the sessions where | | was blamins^um for everything about his life and how bad of a parent he was. 

• Upon th e death ofj | ' m H> he was in attendance at St. Jude the Apostle. It was also during that 
time that | | for the most part^^^ ^^^^^MM^B^fFhe attitude of his classmates from my 
understanding changed somewhat whcifl 

• At your convenience, I would like to meet with you both to discuss further this matter in regard to these 
unfortunate false allegations that have been made. 

• Finally, in defense of Fi\ Thomas Vcrme and my commentahout him not recording this back iu the 1990's, wc 
alj waited for something to come in from his Therapist or| | and not one tiling Transpired. I believe to due 
that, Pr. Venne and Attorney Matthew Flynn did not do anything because they Jiever received an official 
complaint. I hope to make this point clear in defense of Fr< Thomas Venne who also served as Vicar and also 
did a fine job/ministry which is a difficult position to hold. 

Once I have made con tact with two attorneys, I will get back to you as soon as possible. Again, thank you for your 
lime, your concern for I | my accuser and for mc who is being falsely accused. Like the late Cardinal 

Beroadien, it is simply a terrible experience to have, even more when it; is so untrue. 



Sincerely, 






3501 South Lake Drive, P.O. Box 079 U 
Miliwutae, Wl 53307-0912 • (414)769-3300 



ADOM042394 



u 




REMBERTUS GEORGIUS 




PRECEPT 



In response to the pastoral needs of this Christian community, in virtue of my authority as diocesan 
bishop (c. 381 , §1 ), and in accord with die provisions of canon 49 1 1 formally place upon Reverend 
Marvul ICnighton the following obligations; 

J) To refrain from all contact with minors, vulnerable adults, and other persons or categories of 
persons who have proven to be occasions of temptation in the area of sexual morality; 

2) To cease until further notice all public ministry including the celebration of Eucharist; Eucharisi 
may be celebrated in a private setting alone or with only another priest or priests in attendance; the 
celebration of any other sacraments will require my explicit permission in each case; 

3) To avoid all places and situations that, from past experience, have been occasions of serious 
temptation in the area of sexual morality; 

4) To cease any and all activities and relationships that may be described under the broad category of 
pastoral counseling; 

5) Until further notice the faculty to hear confession is revoked. 

T he reasons motivating this decree are the allegations of sexual activities in violation of the obligation 
of clerical celibacy (c. 277, §1). These restrictions are seen as necessary and prudent precautions and 
will remain in effect for three months from this date or until notice of their revocation. Any violations 
of this precept could result in penal action arid (his decree shall serve as canonical warning to thai 



This decree shall be executed by means of its communication to Reverend Marvin Knighton by Very 
Roverend Joseph Hornacek, 

Given this \ sl day of April 2002. 



effect. 




Most Reverend Rembert G< Weakland, O.SB. 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 




SEAL 
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OFFICE OF DISTRICT ATTORNEY 



Rodeo O Ocmonoo 
Caiol iynn WTi*j 
James j Martin 



Milwaukee County 



1 'At <r> 

E. MICHAEL MeCANN - Dlsincl Attorney 



June 4, 2002 



Dr. Barbara Reinke 
^Archdiocese of Milwaukee 
3501 S Lake Drive 
PO Box 0709 12 
Milwaukee, WI 53207-0912 

Re: Fr. Marv Knighton 



Dear Dr. Reinke: 

I am writing to advise you that the Milwaukee District Attorney's Office will, in 
the very near future, be issuing a criminal complaint charging Fr. Marv 
Knighton with one count of second degree sexual assault of a child. As of the 
date of this letter, the fact that a criminal charge will be issued is not public 
knowledge and will not be public knowledge until the complaint is signed. I 
have, though, advised an attorney who called on behalf of Fr. Knighton that a 
criminal charge would be issued against him. I instructed the attorney to 
contact FY. Knighton to schedule a time for him to appear at die Wauwatosa 
Police Department to be booked and then a date would be scheduled for him 
to appear in court for his initial appearance, ff you have any questions, please 
call me at 278-4662. 



Sincerely, 



Paul Tiffin 
ASxsistant District Attorney 



Toffy tteqovMr 
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193. Marv Knighton 

March i, 2002 Marv consults with Matt Flynn and a second attorney and expresses 
reservations over amending a meeting with his alleged accuser-victim on 3/8. Homacck 
and Rcinke explain the purpose is fact-finding to hopeful! v get at the truth of the mancr 
because Knighton denie s all allegations . Later Marv phones both Rcinke and Homacek 
to request presence of aW^KKH^Bt who is familiar with the allegations, to aa as 
support person for him. Vicar lias no objections to this and so informs Retake and 
Knighton. 

JFH 

208. Marv Knighton 

March 8, 2002 Vicar joins Dr. Barbara Rcinke in a f act-finding meeting between Fr 
Marv Knighton alleged perpetrator and H (alleged victim of inappropriate 

physical contacts from appr oximately v 86 to *91 when | | wa^envcen 13 and 18 
/ears old. Marv's ad vocate: IMBIM ^ who also rutorcd I | was present a s were 
therapist Dri , JWM^M lj^P^^M and^B^H cousin 
[whose sonll^HHBIBH tfHf focused forthright and specific 

about hjs allegations. Marv has denied ail except what he claims was consensual hugging 
and kissing. 

JFH 

251. Marvin Knighton 

March 28, 2002 Dr. Rcinke reports that another victim of Marvin Knighton has just been 
interviewed with similar circumstances as the first. Archbishop is notified by Vicar as 
they agree Marv will be removed from current ministry and a precept drawn up to 
withdraw faculty effective 4/1/02. Maureen Gallagher. Marv's employer-supervisor is 
rnformed. 

JFH 

257. Marv Knighton 

April L, 2002 Marv Knighton is the alleged perpetrator of a sexual abuse incident report 
received today from Dr. Rcinke. This took place in Y 75 or *76 while Marv was at Holy 
Angels Parish. When the alleged victim told his parents of this 4-5 years ago his mother 
reportedly was not shocked because she believed Marv had similarly abused one of her 
nephews. JFH 

l/ 18 L Marvin Knighton 

On AprU 1, 2002 1 received notice of Liur Archbishop's promulgation of a 
precept limiting ministry for three months ponding further investigation 
of the allegations recently brought forward. 

RJS 

260. Marv Knighton 

April 2, 200.2 Marv is seen by Vicar and Dr. Reinke io report 2 nd allegation received of 
sexual abuse - this one of a minor at Holy AngcJs Parish in '75 or '7b. He was told he 
was being relieved immediately of all priestly ministry and was given a detailed Precept 
that forbids all public ministry including celebration of sacraments except Mass in 
private, tn one breath lie spoke of contacting an attorney because the allegations were 
slander^ and in the next breath he said he was not surprised by any of ibis and had in fact 
told a close friend prior to being contacted by the archdioces4e re the ! Kt allegation, that 
he was thinking of leaving the priesthood. Vicar shared new compensation schedule. He 
asked to maintain current schedule through June and later urped Maureen Gallagher to 
plead with Vicar on his behalf for this. 

JFH 
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July 11, 1975 



The Revo rend Marvin T« Knighton / 
Holy Angela Parish 



Milwaukee* Wisconsin 53206 



Dear Father Knighton i 



Following the recommendation of the Personnel Board re* 
garding your aasigntnent, I herewith appoint you Team Menfoer 
at St# Anne Parish, Milwaukee, effective August S, 1975. You 
will kindly report on that date to the Administrator of the 
Pastoral Team, Father Joseph B • Frederick* ' 

With the warmest of personal regards and wishing you 
God's choicest blessings, I ant 



Fraternally yours in Christ, 



Most Reverend Williata E . Cousins 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 
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May 28, 1976 



The Reverend Marvin T. Knighton ^ 
, . St* Anne Pariah 

!f]L 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53210 
vj;Dear Father Knighton: 



Following the recommendation of the Personnel Board re- 
! fl jgarding your assignment, I herewith transfer you from your 

--ypreaent position as Team Merrtoer, St. Anne Parish, Milwaukee, 
[j and appoint you to the Faculty of Pius XI High School, effec- 
tive JXme 15, 1976- You will Ttinaiy report on that date to 
iJ the Principal, Father Lawrence W. McCall, S-A.C, 

1 f] With the warmest of pergonal regards and wishing you 
, ■/ God's choicest blessings, I am 

\ t 

Fraternally yours in Christ, 



Most Reverend William E« Cousins 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 
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July 26, 1979 



^^yg|^^y|^^^^^^gn lg h t on 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53233 
Dear Marv^ 

It was bard for me» Marv, to understand your decision to have 
your name taken off the advisory board for the Office of Integra- 
tion. 



I know that this could be wrongly Interpreted * and so 1 simply 
have not given It any Interpretation until I hear from you your 
reasons. Naturally, T wilt not ask anyone to aBsurme a responai- 
blllty he does not want to accept, and bo I accept your resigna- 
tion. 



On the other hand, I cannot help hut wonder about It. Perhaps 
we should find a moment yet thla summer to discuss that as well as 
your paper on ministry to the black community, I'll be away next 
week on retreat, hut then will be here after that. 



Take care. 



Sincerely yours in the Lord, 
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September 2, 1981 



The Reverend Marvin Knighton 
Milwaukee, tfisconsin 53232 
Dear Marv > 

Got your letter and Juat wanted to }et you know that I 
am trying to work with Tom Venae to see what can be done about 
the problem you raised. . . 

I hear nothing but good things about your vork. I hope 
the year ia a good one and that,., top many noons won't pass be- 
fore wa sea each other- 

Many blessings » 



Sincerely yours in the Lord, 
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PIUS XI HIGH SCHOOL 

19SNORTH 76TH BTRSLET, M PLWAUKCC- W)«COHfllM B32i* 




August 25, 1981 



Archbishop Remberl Weakland 
Archbishop 'of Milwaukee 
Archdiocesan Chancery Office 
3ii5 N- 95th St. 
Milwaukee, V/isconsin 

Dear Kembert: 

Peace to you and hoping your year will be good and prosperous as servant among servants ! 
It has been a while since I've seen you or talked with you in capacity. It may be 
good that I don't conversed with you until some of the anger and frustration I have 
is dealt with by me in a creative way. At this point I probably would be blaming 
others and that I don't wish to do- 

A few weeks ago I was out at the De Sales complex and what an unfriendly welcome I re- 
ceived from Mr- Chestnutwood the building manager. De Sales and the people who have 
made up that complex havo been know for their curtness and rudeness in the past; 
I sense it ever moreso with some of the present people who are part of that place. 

I was at the seminary two weeks ago with two students and Mr. Chestnutwood called 
me over and wanted to know who I was and whether or not I belonged, at De Sales using 
the facilities. He really didn't introduce himself until I asked him who he was. 
I told him I felt I belonged and the two boys also belonged ; I told him I was a priest 
and school spiritual director of Pius. He then later told me that I wasn't to come 
out to De Sales unless I notified him first. I told him I wouldn't and it wasn't 
necessary when it is just me and only a few students. I also told him that If I can 
travel 80 some miles to St. Lawrence Seminary and be treated with warm hospitality 
and nothing locked, why can't people like himself and others learn what the Gospel 
calls all of us to; to be open and warm. He just said to roe, "finej the doors will 
be locked and you won't get in." 

I feel as a former student and also as a priest who is serving people of this dicoese, 
and in my own way trying to encourage young men to look at priestly life; I feel I have 
a right to use that building without going through the third degree. Rembert, I believe 
it is a sad commentary on the people of De Sales when such a closed attitude is presnt. 
It seems that when Msgr. Busch was moved out to rid it of some of the closedness there* 
it has become worse. At least with Busch I could reason with him about priest and others 
using the building and he grew to be open about it. 

I was so angry with what happened to rne yesterday when I wanted to swim* A worker 
wouldn't even open the pool; he said I had to go to the office and I just wan r t stoop 
to such an attitude- One day you may see me in jail because I just might break the 
damn doors down. It seemsas a catholic institution where* re playing the same tune 
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that Mary and Joseph heard; " there isn't any room in the inn." If you want to know 
why De Sales is such a 'Vhite elepahnt t n this is one of the reasons; there h f -s always 
been a closed attitude that has perpetuated it's existence- I hope it changes! Have 
a good day and maybe we all can work to resoxve this matter. 



Sincerly, 



Rev. Marvin T. Knighton 
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HI 



1 



ARE YOU TIRED OF PARTIES? HAS THE CHRISTMAS 
SEASON DRAINED AND EXHAUSTED YOU TOO? HAS THE 
SNOW STORM LOCKED YOU IN? WELL, YOU'RE AREN'T 
ALONE, BECAUSE WE, ML AND HARV HAVE BOUGHT A 
HOME! YES, WE DARED TO BE DIFFERENT, WE LEAPED 
INTO THIS UNCERTAD1 ECONOMY AND GOT A MORTGAGE 
UNTIL WE DIE! 

WE ARE BUYING THIS HOME MAINLY TO PROVIDE TEMPORARY 
SHELTER FOR TEENS. 

TO WARM THE PLACE UP, HERE IN MERRILL PARK; 
WE LIKE TO INVITE YOU TO A HOUSEWAHMIHG PARTY 
FRIDAY JANUARY 15th or SATURDAY JANUARY 16th, 
beginning at 7 : 30 P.M. Please let us know which 
night so we can make arrangements ♦ 

IF YOU PLAN OR WANT TO BRING A GIFT, THESE ARE 
SOME IT^-'S THAT WE NEED, JEW CR USED (except 
toilet paper) 




planes 

decorative touches 
wall hangings 
bedding (for lv;Ln cecs; 
foodstuff 

cleaning and housekeeping goods 
light bulbs 

csndlea (::ct, for cY;srcr)> 

kitchen utensils 

bake ware 
"disk', cloths 

drying towels 

wall hangings 

cookie sho&ts 

muffin tins 

casserole dishes etc- 

ciressers (2) if ycu have 



paint 3c«1gt for a cedent v;r._ls 

we will even accept # to pay for a washer or dry&r 
or for anythig we can buy that we need. 



P. S. 

If you aren't able to brinr an^ything; your preser.ee 



If you have any questions about what or what act 
to bring, please call : 

Fr. Hil: ^^^HH 



•arv « 



~0™S 



r. 3, p. Fry 0!^ oa ugjj 



He::"' c;: see you sc^n! 
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ARCHDIOCESE 
OF MILWAUKEE 
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OFFICE OF THE ARCHBISHOP 



August. 28, 1987 



The Reverend Marvin Kni gh ton 
^SRS^^^^SHS^R 2 2 6 



Dear Marv, 



I am sorry for being so slow in responding to your letter 
concerning your accepting the position of secondary school 
counselor at Whitnall High School. 

I ha\re talked this over with others here in the office and it 
seems to me that I cannot possibly, Marv, use the terminology that 
you are on temporary loan to the Whitnall School District. Accord- 
ing to the rules and regulations that we have, I must use the category 
of "leave of absence 11 and with this letter I formally give you that 
leave of abscence to accept that position at Whitnall High School, 

I know you are sensitive to this, but I have already had an 
enormous amount of negative backlash from priests of the diocese. 
This kind of thing does affect their morale very much and there is 
no way in which 1 can save you from any animosity that might be out 
there in your accepting this position. 

I hope you will be able to approach this as a ministry and never 
neglect the fact that you are indeed a Catholic priest and do repre- 
sent the Church in that position. 



Many blessings on you. 

Sincerely yours in the Lord, 



Copies to Co-Vicars for Priest Personnel 
Priests' Personnel Bo-~rd 
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September 11/ 19 83 



Archbishop Renter l Weak I and O-S-B. 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 
Archbishop Cousins Catholic Center 
3501 S. T.£ike Drive 
P.O. BOX 2018 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53201 
Dear Rembert: 

Hope your vacation in Europe was peaceful and relaxing. You deserve it! Now begins all 
of our new beginnings with the fall season. 

T feel tremendous peaov ("his year compared to my stormy startings of last year at Whit- 
ran high school. It is good to be at Pius XlJ it is a fine place/ a good school that 
strives to relate ho the total life of the student which includes their fajnilies as 
well. Stop over sometime to walk the hall and socialize with staff and students, J 1 .! 
even pick you up- 

At the age of 38 it seems the questions , doubts, hopes and fears I 've had, that sometimes 
caused inner unrest, have finally been resolved, at least for now. I have grown to 
realize that life is filled with intervals of transitions that affect me inwardly and out- 
wardly as well, 1 have carte to grips to deal creatively with changes in ir;a and to effec- 
tively relate to my change tluough prayer, scripture, Eucharist and good friendships. All 
these areas have helper! me during my painful mounts. 

When 1 was debating priesthood from the time 1 was a child, up and until ordination, I 
questioned celibacy and family life. I came from a positive family experience, I wit- 
nessed a mom and dad who truly lived their marriage as sacrament. Those positive ex- 
perience remain with me and I believe at. times have been ri.r cause sonx=rt rimes of my inner 
conflicts with my choice of being priest. 

As mentioned to you during the sur-rier, 1 feel good about being a priest and am ok with 
celibacy, I must be honest however; I truly question celibacy's value as being the cri- 
teria for all men who seek this ministry* The question of celibacy within our church 
w1 li remain for sometime. It is sad, because the church has lost and most likely limits 
herself from the talents of nen who would like to serve in priesthood. Such is life! 

_ast year in December 1 came to the conclusion after much questioning, praying and de- 
bating during these thirteen years that I desrre to be a father, to be a parent. I feel 
parenting and family is deep within me and wish not to disregard this area in my life. 
Don't be shaken Reiribert; I'm not leaving! i have however decided since December of 87, 
to sponsor two Black Amerasian boys from Korea to live with me. One is six, the ofiher ten. 
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While Hilar ion was stationed in Korea he brought to my attention the plight of the 
ftnerasians. He fathered explained that children whose background is part black, their 
difficulties are even more blatant* In December I realized I had thought long enough and 
now it was time to act. 

Since December T have been working with an agency that assist in sponsoring children. 

I would have brought this up to you then, but at the tiirte, the idea and hope I had see rued 

to be fading, After nine months of working on this, finally p aper work h as begun to 

hopefully bring these children to the "horne of their father." |is ten and| 

■|ib six, I am not certain if I can adopt due to their background, but I can be their 
legal guardian until they are of age* If adoption is possible, I am most opened to that 
as well ■ 

Please recognize that this wasn't done without much thought and prayer. I recognize the 
trials that may be involved? but also knew the rewards and joys that can come with child- 
ren and with me as well, I am aware that priesthood is my vocation and as a possible 
future parent; I will not deter nor detract from this ministry I've chosen. 

I am most open to your comments Rercbert. I would gather you have questions, but as you 
have been in the past? I hope you are supportive and understanding. I ask for your prayers, 
and best wishes. All this may be resolved by Christmas, Thanks again for your support 
and confidence. Let us pray for one another. 



Love, 




Rev. Marv t. Knighton 
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DEFINITIVE SENTENCE 
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In the name of God. Amen. 



This case is explicitly swbjscft to the Pontifical Secret (<rv*. 25, Graviora Delicto, Nonme 
.frocessualcs); this applies to all infcrntaiioia, protesse:; znd decisions associatec; v/j- a •;>«': 
case (Secreta cantimn; February 4, 1974 [AAS 66 1974, pages 89-92]). 
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1 I FACT! SPECIES: 

2 

3 The Rev. Marvin T. Knighton was ordained lo the Roman Catholic priesthood for the 

4 Archdiocese of Milwauke e, Wisconsin on May 24 > 1975. On February 25, 2002, Mr J 

5 | | accuse d Father Knighton [hereinafter; reus] oJ' sexually abusing him 

6 on a number of separate occasions. This information is found in the Sexu al Abuse Intake "Report 

7 taken by Dr. Barbara Reinko, PhD. [Tribunal File, pages 001 & 002]. 
8 

9 A ;iX\mc^illfcyulAOj Kostich alleging that the re\w 

10 sexually abused I B^nor about June 25, 2002. A third 

1 1 accusation was made by I I on or about January 1 7, 2003. 

12 These allegations were brought to the attention of the then-Aj chbishop of Milwaukee, the Most 

1 3 Reverend Rembert G. Weakland, OSB. 
14 

15 Following the prescribed preliminary investigation, ihc Diocesan Review Board and the 

16 Archbishop found that none of the allegations involving these victims were either frivolous or 

17 false. It was determined lhat the allegations carried the semblance of (ruth and were credible, 

18 and, in accord with the norm of Jaw, they were then referred to ihe Congregation (if the Doctrine 
? 9 of the Faith (hereinafter: CD/0 direction as to the process to be used. The CDF directed that 

20 a penal judicial trial be conducted in the Tribunal of the Ajcchdiocese of Milwaukee and granted a 

21 derogation from prescription. 
22 

23 Exercising his office as Promoter of Justice for the Archdiocese of Milwaukee, on 

24 February 4, 2005, the Reverend Philip D. Rcifeoberg, JCL, presented to the Judicial Vicar of ihe 

25 Archdiocese of Milwaukee, the Very Reverend Paul B. R. Hartmarm JCL, a libellus charging the 

26 Reverend Marvin T. Knighton, a priest incardinated in the Archdiocese of Milwaukee with 

27 offenses against the sixth commandment of the Decalogue involving the sexual abuse of three 

28 minors. All of the incidents arc alleged to have occurred within the Archdiocese of Milwaukee. 
20 fn response to the libellus, a collegiate tribunal was constituted on March 21 s 2 005 by the Most 

30 Reverend 'liimihy Dohtn. OP, Sirhhisliop of Milwa ukee, consisting of Ihc^^^l^^^^^l 

31 ^ — ^MPW^^P^^^^ 

32 WVMMMM^^^^MMM^^M^M^MM 

33 the Archdiocese of Chicago, as associate Judges. The Promoter of Justice is the Reverend Phi Lip 

34 Reifeuberg, JCL; (hereinafter: Promoter"). The duly-mandated Advocate of the reus is Mr. J. 

35 Michael Ritly, JCL, PhD, (hereinafter: "Advocate 11 )- A penal Trial against Father Knighton was 

36 then begun. 
37 

38 It should be nokii that at the start of the ca se, the Advocate raised objections to the role 

39 lhat lhcB ^^^^^^^^^^^H^Hof the Archdiocese of Milwaukee would play 

40 in the case because of his connection to the Archdiocesan officials and structures who are being 

41 presumed as those leveling die charges against the rem. During the discussion of the three judge 

42 panel it was noted - within the norms of Canon Law and the historic manner in which trials arc 

43 Lo be handled ■ a penal trial would normally be staffed by members of the local clergy as judges 

44 within the ioca] tribunal. Thu.^ the use of two outside Judges out of the three on tire collegiate 
4:1 tribunal is itself exceptional in rh>: eyes of the law. This exception is a contemporary 
46 accommodation that is used to react to the unique circumstances of this time in histoiy. Given 
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1 that there are two out of 'be ihree judges who rlo nnl have any objections raised against them by 

2. (he Advocate, nor lias the Promoter objected ro the empanelled Tribunal, it is foil thai equity and 

1 fairness could be protected and maintained. Thus, the objections nf the Advocate in llic role-: of 

? Hiis associate judge were sot aside. 



23 

24 Also, by the same decree the prases incorporated into the acta the Clergy Pe rsonnel Vi\t 

25 [hereinafter: Clerg y File ] and the Chancery pile [hurei nailer Chancery File) of lhe reus, a ad the 

26 transcript of the Civil Trial of the Stats of W isco nsin versus the Reverend M arvin T. KMghton 

27 [hereinafter: Civil Trial]. According to [he norm of Canon 1516, by the same decree the prasex 

28 directed that the reus, as well as those nominated as witness by the Advocate and the Promoter, 

29 be cited for their testimony. 
30 

31 

32 n.INW&E. 
33 

34 Mindful that this matter was similarly legislated by the 1917 Code of Canon Faw in 

35 Onions 2358 and 2359, §2, the Court begins w^li the legislation concerning this delict Com the 

36 1983 Code of Canon I ,aw l or the Laim Church: 
37 

38 Can. 1395. §F A cleric who lives iu cojicubmage, other than (he 

39 case mentioned hi can. 1 394, and a cfene who persists with scandal 

40 in another external sin against the sixth commandment of the 

41 Decalogue is to be punished by a suspension. If he persists in the 

42 delict aflei a wan li ng, other penalties can gradually be added.. 

43 including dismissal from the clerical st;ile. 




44 
45 
46 



§2. A cleric who in another way has committed an offense against 
the sixth comniandiiient of lhe Decalogue, if the delict was 
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3 committed by force or threats or publicly or with a minor below 

2 the age of sixteen yours, is to be punished with jnsl penalties, not 

3 excluding dismissal from [he clerical state if the ease so warrants, 
4 

5 The grave nature of this delict and of allegations ol (his delict is further indicated by the 

6 derogations granted by the Holy father on April 25, 1994. hi a icscrjpt responding lo a petition 

7 made by the United States Conference oi Catholic Bishops [hereinafter USCCB], ibc Supreme 

8 Legislator conformed the norm of ("anon 1395, §2 to the norm of Canon 97, §1 so that for an 

9 initial period of five years, this delict would involve offenses against the Sixth commandment of 
10 the Decalogue with anyone below die age of eighteen years. In the same rescript be modified 
1 I prescription so that a criminal action would not be extinguished until a longer period of time had 

12 passed. This particular legislation was made more explicit and extended (o the universal Church 

1 3 by Sacramerttorvm Sancli talis Tit tela (Gravida Deli eta) of April 10, 2001 . 
14 

1 5 - Article 4 of the Substantive Norms of this mota propria legislates: 
16 

17 §L Reservation (o the Congregation ior the Doctrine of the Faith is 

18 rdso extended to a delict against (he Sixth Commandment of the 

19 Decalogue committed by a cleric with a minor below the age of 

20 eighteen yea;s. 
21 

22 §2. One who has perpetrated (he delict mention in §1 is to be 

21 punished according to the gravity of (he offense, not excluding 
24 dismissal or deposition. 

25 

26 With regard to this delict, in response to a petition ma^e hy the USCCB, on December 8 S 

27 2002 the Apostolic See gave the recogriitio for (he Nouns that upon promulgation became 

28 particular law for two years for the Church in the United States of America. Upon expiration of 

29 the time period, the Apostolic See gave the recogw'tio to the revised Norms; these were 
.30 promulgated on May 5, 2006 and became particular law for 'the dioceses, eparchies, clerical 

31 religious institutes and socielies of the apostolic life of the United States with respect to all 

32 priests anil deacons in the ecclesiastical ministry of the Church in the United Stairs.. .[note 

33 In this matter, the particular law for the Church in the United Sides legislates: 
34 

35 For purposes of these Norms, sexual abuse shall include any 

36 offense by a cleric against the Sixth Commandment of the 

37 Decalogue with a minor as understood in CJC> canon 1395, §2 and 

38 CCKO 1453, §1 {Sacrament arum Sanclitalis Tulcla, article 4, §!) 

39 [Preamble, Final paragraph j. 
40 

41 When even a single act of sexual abuse of a minor by a priest or 

42 deacon is admitted or is established after an appropriate process in 

43 accordance with canon law, the offending pries ■ or deacon will he 

44 removed, permanently hom ecclesiastical ministry, not excluding 

45 dismissal bom the clerical .state [Norm 8J 
46 
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1 ...If the case would otherwise bo burred by proseiiption, because 

2 sexual abuse of a minor is a grave offense, the bishop/cpnrch may 

3 apply to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith for a 

4 derogation from the proscription, while Indicarnig relevant grave 

5 reasons,.. |"Nort7i 8A ] 
6 

7 Mindful of the norm of law with regard to the passage of time as it 

8 applies to this delict (Canon 1362), in view of the recognitio given 

9 to the above-cited legislation, it is noted (hat n derogation from 
10 prescription maybe given. 

1) 

12 In understanding what constitutes a juridic offence against the Sixth Commandment of 

13 the Decalogue, the opinions of Moral Theologians are to be considered- The focus of these 

14 manual ists is sacramental confession, but they provide analyses of what constitutes (he act, the 

15 gravity of the act and the significance of intentional ity. This enables a clearer understanding of 
J 6 the nature and scope of the delict. This is necessary because allegations of ihis delict often 
17 involve more, or actions other, tbin just a completed net of sexual intercourse, either 
IS heterosexual or homosexual. There arc a variety of possible physical contacts as well as a 

19 complex psychological dynamic which Lie delict can entail. As the law simply slates the name 

20 of the delict, and there is little available dicasterial jurisprudence, these analyses assist the judges 
2 J in assessing whether or not a delict has been committed, and if so the magnitude of the act 

22 

23 With regard to determining the possible sexual content and moral gravity of an act which 

24 involves solely touching or other physical contact, the Reverend Henry Davis ST comments: 
25 

26 Si vero protrahantur sine causa el concomitants detectaiione 

27 vererca sunt gravid peccata (Moral and Pastoral Theology 

28 jr^ndon & New York; Sheed and Ward, 1 959], vol. II, page 248). 
29 

30 If the act has been protracted and lacks a justification while providing sexual 

31 gratification, (hen it is gravely sinful, and concomitantly a crime. In describing the nature of 

32 imperfect, rhat is non-consummated, same-sex acts, the Rev. Edward Gcnicol, Hi writes; 
33 

34 Imperfecta dicihtr quayido inter personam ehtxd&m mxns non datvr 

35 coitus seu copula (applied! in car par urn cum peneiraUone at 

36 ejfusione seminis) sed concubilvs tantvm, i.e. application 

37 corporum at imius saltern ^emialhmi, sine penefraiiom sed cum 

38 voluptate complect a conaiuraiUer xeqmnte, ut si fit inter duas 

39 feirimQSt vcl etiarn inter dvos vivos i( (amen uf ejjhsion sem'mis 

40 extra vas posierum peragaiur Qmlitulioms Theologiae Moralis 
4 1. [Bruxellis ' L 'Edition Universal He S // ? 939 1, vol . 1 , page 3 1 9). 

42 

43 With regard to physical contact, if it is because nC'trmfum officii, aut maris patrii, am 

44 amor is hones d vel benevolent iae augtndac causa, ii may not he a violation of the Sixth 

45 Commandment of the Decalogue (opageciL, page 331). However, if the act is motivated by 

46 sexual pleasure, then it is a violation oi'lhc Sixth Commandment of the Decalogue: 
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2 Hoc aa 'us pone, re mtendendo dehctationon wmream comptecfarn 

3 ve/ incomplcclam, semper %raw pt. cent nm est, ex inf&ntionc 

4 iuxuria direct?, vnhmtavia... (opa^e ciL, page 329), 
5 

6 In Moral Theology if the :;ilenlion which motivate^ an act is fur venereal picture, ii is 

7 grave maUer: thus it would be the delict for sneh gravity ^rmalter> it is not nec essary thai (here 
% be complete sexual intercourse, ciiher heterosexual or homosexual. Incomptcic, thai is 
9 imperfect, acts which are motivated by a desire for scxlim! or psychologically venereal pleasure 

10 arc grave matter nud consequently fit Within, tlx definitions oi the delict, In determining the 

1 1 character and gravity of act, what is intended is of nunc significance than the completed 

15 emission of semen in some particular action. 
13 

14 With regard to physical ccntacL the Reverend Anromo M Airc^uL SJ leaches; 

15 

16 Tungere ...sine jus fa causa morose p.t a/menmmofinne womra 

17 morlale est ...jtan^Qrej ciiam supra vestem, generaiim mortals 

18 est... (SummariuM V'hen/ogiae ivioralis ad Codiceui Juris (lanonici 

19 accommodation \HUbao: Editorial HI Mensaiero del Corazon dc 

20 Jesus, 19521,^268). 
2J 

22 Thus even contact over clothing nuy be grave matter and consequently a delict. This will 

23 be articulated clinically by (he various pcriiii who arc quoted below. In determining the 

24 responsibility for, and the gravity of, an act, the classic Moral Theology manual by I he authors 

25 II. Noldin, SJ and A. Schmitt, SJ underscores the subjective significance of the person who is 

26 acting: 
27 

28 Delect alio igitur venerea (vel pollutio) in causa volita gra ve, est 

29 pace alum, si ipsa causa ex so gravifcr in (wpem commotionem 

30 injluii (Swwnqe Theologian . Moralis. vol 1 De Principiis, De Sexto 

3 1 Praeccplo [Roman: Qmtpome, 1924 L tfj V). 
32 

33 And more specil ictilly with regard fo personal responsibility: 

34 

35 Si fnmt ex prove el libidiuoso affect licet cx $e par urn in 

36 Ubidinem mfluani n\ ospectus mvlieris, contra la ti a manns etc, 

37 semper grave peccaium sunt j copter intentionem gravile walam; 
3R idea nihil re/err utrum actus fpsi mayjs an minus turpes sint>.< Si 

39 Jiunl ex sola inlentione deieolaJwnk semualis lave peccatum sunt, 

40 ni.\i indue ant pvaximmn pertculum commMoms mrnalte et 

41 conse-Miendi in delcctafionem vencremv, itl nvenire potest, si run) 

42 at tq no a ffe clu at mova cx c roe an ( in ■ Co y >a gee it., // 52 ) . 
4^ 

44 In discussing alternative sexual appetites, the aulhors cormneni: 

45 
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1 FeccaUr quae, ah Us commiiltifilm; qui bac perversionc labor ani, 

2 sutit pollutions s per tad us p> -o vocafac cf concubilus xDiloivilwi. Si 

3 perversa mclinatio in pueros jhiui\ paederasiia vacatur \ ... 

4 (opagecit., #47), 
5 

6 With regaid to actual physical contact, even over clothing, rhcy write: 
7 

8 Tangere personam eivsdem sexus inpctrtibus inhonesiis sim: ius/a 

9 causa grave esf. etsi mediate supra vest ex (ant urn fiat, quia muliitm 
10 commoveC.. Tangere personam e'nisdem sexus hi partibvs minus 
} 1 honeslix exclusn prava inientiom, vix erU percnium, soli em 
12 grave,., (opagc ciL ? #55). 

n 

14 An external violation of the Sixth Commandment of ihe Decalogue can involve simply 

15 physical contact. Therefore, a complete act of sexual intercourse, cither heterosexual or 

16 homosexual, is not required, (f the initiation of the contact is for sexual pleasure, then it is a 

17 violation of the commandment; if it irvolves a minor it is also a canonical dclicu This is 

18 sticcinclly stated by a peri/us in the law who describes in a negative fashion what constitute the 

19 delict: 
20 

21 Non e necessario che p.li alii di lussuria siauo consume/ i t ma 

22 bastano an che cUti non comvmati quali ioccamcnti o baci 

23 lib idi nasi, contain di or Rani sessuati, ecc. (Antonio Calabrese, 

24 Diritto Penale Canonico [CiltA del Vahcauo: Libreria liditricc 

25 Vaticaua, 19961, page 354), 
26 

27 This juridic imdej standing of a violation of the Sixth Commandment of the Decalogue, 
based on Moral Theology, did not begin with the J 983 Code of Canon Law. Commentators on 

29 the 1917 Code of Canon Law commonly held that 'an offense against the sixth commandment 

30 refers genetically to 'crimes of lust' (Pio Ciprotti, De cnnxvmmutiane delic/ormn nttenfn eontm 

31 elemenlum obiectivo: Caput IV > Apolliuaris 9 [1936], pages 404-4 L'], Bunging together both 

32 the insights of Moral Theology and the juridic norms, the Catechism of the Catholic Church 

33 states the following: 
34 

35 The tradition of ihc Church has understood (lie sixth 

36 commandment as encompassing the whole of human sexuality (n. 

37 2336). 

39 Along with the teaching of moral theologians, to understand this delict, and in accord 

40 with rhe norm of law (e.g., Canon J 574), the researched. Validated, and generally accepted 

41 insights of psychology and ihe mental health disciplines are quite relevant. This is important not 

42 just to provide an intellectual Framewoik (o comprehend the delict, but also to evaluate the facts, 

43 the testimony and nil other evidence to determine if the clinical indicators of the delict are 

44 present. The opinions of peril i are needed not just for the juridic theory hut also for the 

45 evaluation of nroofs. 
A6 
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) Consistent with iJ to above-quoled canonical opinion, the American Academy of Child 

2 and Adolescent Psychiatry has defined sexual Abuse of minors in (lie following manner: 
3 

4 Sexual abuse of children refers, to sexual behavior between a child 
and an adult or between two children whom cue of them is 

fi significantly older or rises coercion. The perpetrator | offender] and 

7 l he viclim may be of the same sex or the opposite sex. The sexual 

8 behaviors; include touching breasts, buttocks, and gcniials, whether 

9 the victim if: dressed or undressed, exhibitionism [indecent 
, exposure], fcOalid [oral stimulation of the penis], cunnilingus (oral 

11 siim a]iilinn of Ihe female vaginal area], and penetration of [he 

12 vagina or anus with sexual organs or objects. Exposure to 

13 pornographic, material is also sexually abusive to children 

14 ...{Practice Parameters for the Forensic Evaluation of Children 

1 5 and Adolescents who may have been physically or sexually abused, 

16 J 997) 
17 

18 The literature indicates that there is no definitive indicator of a sexually abused child, but 

19 (here arc symptoms that present irciuiently in young survivors; these include anxiety/numbing, 

20 hypersensitivity, depression, alcohol and/or drug, use, problem sexual behaviors, and aggression. 

2 1 Another symptom is an attachment abnormality: the victim cannot give op the attachment to, and 

22 involvement with, the perpetrator [Ross Colin. The Trau ma Model; A Solution to the Problem of 

23 Comorbidity in Psychiatry (Manilou Communications; 2000) page 286]. In defining sexual 

24 abuse of a minor, the American Academy of Pediatrics notes the significance of age symmetry in 

25 differentiating sexual abuse and sexual play; what may be sexual play for age-symmetrical 

26 individuals is abuse for age -asymmetrical individuals: 
27 

28 The sexual [abuse] activities may include all forms of oral-genital, 

29 genii nh or anal contact by or to die child, or uontouching abuses, 

30 such as exhibitionism, voyeurism, or using the child in the 

31 production of pornography. Sexual abuse includes a spectrum of 

32 activities ranging from rape to physically less intrusive sexual 

33 abuse. Sexual abuse can be differentiated from "sexual play" by 

34 determining whether there is a. developmental asymmetry among 

35 the participants and by assessing the coercive nature of the 

36 behavior. Thus, when young children at flip same developmental 

37 stage are looking at or touching each other's genitalia because of 

38 mutual i merest, without coercion or intrusion of the body, this is 

39 considered normal. (Le. 3 nonabusive) behavior. However, a 6-year - 

40 old who tries to coerce a 3 -year- old to engage in anal intercourse is 

41 displaying ■abnormal behavior, and the health and child projective 

42 systems should be contacted although the incident may not be 

43 legally considered an assault. Children or adolescents who exhibit 

44 inappropriate sexual behavior may be reacting, to their own 

45 victimization. (Committee on Child Abuse and Neglect, Guidelines 

46 for the Evaluation of Sexual Abuse of Children) 
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I 

2 Hchoinft the teachings of the moral theology manualisK an Australian National Child 

3 Protection (Clearinghouse research paper spoke nl\ sexual obuse of a minor as relating to any use 
A Tor sexual gratification: 

5 

6 Put simply, child sexual abuse is the use of a child lor sexual 

7 gratification by an adult or si^m'cnntly older child/adolcscerit 

8 (Tower 19^9). It may involve activities ranging from exposing the 

9 child to sexually explicit materials or behaviors 1 , taking visual 

10 images of the child for pornographic purposes, touching, foudling 

1 1 autl/or masturbation ofthc child, having the child (ouch, fondle or 

12 masuutbaic the abuser, oral sex performed by the child, or on the 

13 child by the abuser, and anal or vaginal penetration of the child. 

14 Sexual abuse has been documented as occurring on children of all 

15 ages and both soxes ; and is committed predominantly by men, who 

16 arc commonly members of (In; child's fhinily, family friends or 

17 other trusted adults 1 in positions of authority... J ; inke[hov (1979) 
I 8 argued against the term sexual assault and sexual abuse because he 

19 felt they implied physical violence which, it was contended, was 

20 often not the case... Finkclhov favored the term sexual 

21 victimization in order to underscore that children become victims 

22 of sexual abuse a result of their <^e, naivete and relationship 

23 with the abusive adult. (Issues in Cluld Abuse Prevention Number 

24 5 Summer 1995, Update on Child Sexual Abuse, by Adam M. 

25 Tom i son f Research >"c] low]). 
26 

27 Observing lhe above quoted reference to 'trussed adults in positions of authority 1 and 

28 flowing from the juridic delineation of the delict, the Court is mindful of the issue of 

29 answerability. It is the presumption of the law that the actor (in this circumstance, a cleric) is 

30 responsible for bis behavior, unless the opposite of (his presumption of die law can be proved. 

31 This is the presumption in (he doctrine and jurisprudence dealing with matrimonial consent 
.12 (Canon 1 .10 1) and it is the orev.nnpuon hi penal trials as the following canon notes: 

33 

M Can. 1,321. §3: When an external violation has occurred, 

35 imputabi lil v is presumed unless it is otherwise apparent. 

36 

37 flic Court then turns to the substantive material upon which a decision about the dehcts 

38 fhiit lurve been alleged will be made. Direction for (his judicial mwius is provided again both by 

39 doctrine and jurisprudence. The general norm is that proofs of any icind that seem useful for 

40 adjudicating the case can be brought forward (c.f. Canon 1527, §1). More specifically, a norm 

41 addresses the manner in which (ho Tribunal of judges ijsfi? the proofs: 
42 

43 Can. 1.608 §L For the pronouncement of any sentence, thejud^e 

44 must have moral certitude about the mane} ".o ^e decided by f .he 

45 sentence. 
46 
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1 §2. The jifdgc musf derive ibis ccrf iincJe fjoin the mcIs ;md (be 

2 proofs.. 

4 §3. fbe judge, however, must apprajst the proofs aoenrdim). fo rhc 

5 ju(H:u\s own conscience, without prejudice to the prescvipis oflaw 

6 concerning the efficacy of certain proofs. 
7 

8 §4. A jitdgi who was not able (o anjve al (his certitude is to 

9 pronounce that the righl of the petitioner is not established and is to 

1 dismiss the respondent as absolved, unless it concerns a case which 

11 has the favor of law. in which case the judge must pronounce foi 
"2 that. 

13 

14 The norm of Canon 1572 is also of significance because .so much of the acit is the 

15 testimony of witnesses. That Canon legislates how such testimony is to be evaluated: 

16 

': 7 Can. 1573: I n evaluating testimony, the judge, oiler having 

1 8 requested testimonial letters if necessary, is to consider the 

19 following: 
20 

2} V J what the condition or reputation of the person is; 

22 2° whet iter the testimony derives from personal knowledge, 

23 especially from what hiis beer seen or heard personally, or 

24 whether from opinion, rumor, or hearsay; 

25 3^ whether the witness is reliable and firmly consistent or 

26 inconsistent, uncertain, or vacillating; 

27 4 : * whether tire whness lias co -witnesses to the testimony or is 

28 supported or nol by nlhev elements of proof 
29 

30 Of sigmficance also is (he norm of Canon 1579, §i which directs the Court to couside; 

3! not just die conclusions but also die other findings of the ease which a paritus might identify. 

32 This noun, which is evident also in Rotal jurisprudence, pertains whether the peri (us is appointed 

33 by the Court or a professional whose work is incorporated info the acta from previous efforts 

34 whh the same party. 

35 

36 Given the antecedent Her processulis of these cases in the United States today, the norm 

37 of Canon 1536, §2 must also he noted. Because in tempore difficile statements may have been 

38 made, it. is essential that the evidentiary weight assigned Lo such statements he guided by 

39 canonical doctrine: 
40 

4 J Um, 1536: ... 
42 

43 §2. in cases which rcg ■nxt live public good, however, a judicial 

44 confession and declarations of the parlies which arc not 

45 confessions can have a probative force which die judge must 

46 evaluate together with I he other circumstances of the case; the 
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1 force of full proof cannot be utlrihuied 10 I hem, however, unless 

2 other elements arc present which thoroughly corroborate them. 
3 

4 In a further elaboration of ihe above-cited canonical norm, f.he ju: jsprudciice teaches (hat 

5 the truth emerge s noi Prom one or other clement but from the whole com plexus of the case, [n a 

6 decision dealing with a ea.se oi' sunutaPon, a Rotal Auditor has noted: 
7 

8 Quod avlem spec/at pandas ctrgttmemorum, quibus nisus hutex 

9 requWitam moralcm certUudmen) sihi compararr valet, racolatvr 
10 veritatem nan esse ex vno alterov? ehmoito ermndam, sed ex tola 
\\ causae compkxu [coram Rogers, J9/X1I/64, H6 S as found in 
I?, S\ R.R.Dec. 56 fl 9641, page 956)- 

13 

14 The truth comes not from one or another element, but from all the elements taken 

15 together. Similarly in a decision dealing with simulation rendered by an earlier Rotal Auditor: 
16 

17 Quae edcan Veritas remltat aiiquando ex multis indiciis ci 

18 prnhationibw, quae xumpta seorttim certitudinpm vix ing&runt, at 

19 unlia maxima iuvant (coram Pelici, 17/V/52, H2 7 as found in SRRD 

20 44 f 1952|, page 4 38). 
21 

22 This jurisprudence on the whole complexus, or constellation of facts if yoa will, of 

23 indices underscores the siguificancCj in the evaluation of proofs, of patterns of behavior. Again, 

24 the decisions of the Rota dealing with simulation of consent, botli total and partial, illustrate the 

25 judicial importance of such patterns of behavior. In a decision resolving a case on the grounds of 

26 simulation of consent contra bonvm fdei, a noted Rotal Auditor wrote: 
27 

2R Conftssin itaqve .simulanm non necessario verbis facienda est: 

29 tuff! tit Jial factis, quae verbis sunt aiiquando cloquen/iora. 

if) dummodn tamen facta siwt plum, sivU cerfa ) sint urtivaca, id ncmpe 

31 in commimi acsiimationa damomircni, noluissc partem 

12 contrahaniem se vinculo matrimonii oh.Ktrhigere (coram Felici, 

33 24/JV/56, il\ as found in SURD 48 [19561, P 403). 
34 

35 As then Msgr. Feliuj. noted, if iht; ; ;-havior is present ; it is not necessary dial the proper 

36 words he used to respond to the question before the Court; the tacts speak louder than the words. 
37 

38 For the finding of t!;'s Tribunal, because the presumption of the Jaw is the innocence of 

39 the rem (2006 Essential Norms, Isiuvm 6), the Reverend Judges must have moral certitude to 

40 overcome ihe presumption of the law and find for iiis guilt. The Code legislates this requirement 
A 1 in Canon 1 608, as quoted above. With regard to moral eertilude, it must be remembered that the 

42 dy ramie of this canonical standard of proof differs from common law. In common law, not only 

43 is bclievabihty figured into the standard, but also the quantity of evidence; thus, the language is 

44 phrased as "the preponderance of evidence' and 'beyond a reasonable doubt'. In canonical 

45 doctrine, while ihe quantity of evidence is a consideration, (he dynamic uses the quality of she 

46 evidence more significantly, in the former, quanlity can affect the weight of the evidence. In the 
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1 i;jf lcr, iho .search for truth moves toward an act of moral judgment about ihe quality of what has 

2 been brought forth- I.t is ? hc exclusion of a reasonable doubl that docs admh ihe absolute 

3 possibility of the contrary. This is significant in a case in which the evidence is the narrative of 
A the parties, along with the background, circumstances and context that surrounds them. Moral 

5 certitude requires a judgment about the quality of what both panics have presented and the 

6 context of the situations, which arc taken as r A whole. As Phis Xlt slated in his address to the 

7 Roman Roia on October 1, 1942; 
8 

j Sometimes moral certainty is derived only from an aggregate of 

10 indications and proofs which, taken singly, do not provide the 

11 foundation for 1me certitude, hot which, when taken together, no 

1 2 longer leave room for any reasonable doubt on the part of a man of 

13 sound judgment. Tins is in no sense a passage from probability to 

14 certainty through a simple cumulation of probabilities, which 
1 .5 would amount to m illegitimate transit from one species to another 

16 essentially different one...; it is rather to recognize that the 

17 simultaneous presence of all these separate indications and proofs 
1R can have a sufficient basis only in ihe existence of a common 

19 origin or foundation from which they spring, that is, in objective 

20 truth and reality,-. Consequently, if in giving the n usofis for his 

2 1 decision, the judge states that the proofs which have been adduced, 

22 considered separately, cannot be judge suffieic.nl", but that, taken 

23 together and embraced in a survey of the whole situation, they 

24 provide the necessary elements for arriving at a safe definitive 

25 judgment, it mml be acknowledged thai such reasoning is in 

26 general sound and legitimate. (#2) 
27 

2K And of added relevance is the further statement of the Holy Farher of the relationship :n 

29 procedure to the attainment of this moral certitude: 

30 

31 Hence you see why, in modern, even ecclesiastical, procedure, th^ 

32 first place is given, not to the principle of juridical formalism, but 

33 to the maxim of the free weighting of the evidence* (#4) 
34 

35 With regard to the integrity uf judicial procedure, the Reverend Judges :ik distinctly 

36 mindful of the right of defense. As the Code specifically legislates: 
37 

38 Can. 1620 A sentence suffers from the defect of irremediable 

39 nullity if: 

40 

41 7° the eight of defense was denied to one or the other patty; ... 
42 

43 To imdeTsland whaf Ihe right of defense correctly entails in a judicial procc.v-, the 

44 Reverend Judges look to the jurisprudence of the Apostolic Tribunals. In a decision of il.ji 

45 Roman Roia, the present Dean writes: 
46 
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t Quart s'ub.':Umtiali iute defamionis is cerio vpoiiati-s haheiur, qui 

2 ncc action/ a pane advcvsa /;■/ indicium deductae co-itradiccre 

3 vahiit ob agendi raiwmm ipsius Trihvnulis y ntc probationer 

4 tempore instinct ionis collector impugmire, mc propnam 

5 declurufioticm imiiciahm fac&re, nee argumenfa exhibere quoad 

6 factum circa quod ivdicnnn vcrsabatur... (cornm Stankiewic^ 

7 22/XI/84, #5, as found in Monitor licclcsasticus 1 13 [1 9881, pages 

8 320*327), 
9 

I That is, a substantial denial of the right of defense takes place when the adversarial party 

) ] is not able to offer a contradiction, or when lie is not able to oppose (he proofs which have been 

12 gathered, or when he is not able to present his own side of the story in court, or when he is not 

13 able to present arguments about the contesfed issue in conn. This is further enunciated in a 

1 4 decree of the Apostolic Signature: 
15 

16 Admttti nequit doctrxna Tribunalte circa defensimh partis 

17 corwcniut, quod non soluiu retfuirii ut comania uudiatui\ \>cn>m 

18 etiam ut iuve cmuradicendi reopw gaudeat (HA 19989/88 VT, ail. 

19 C, n.4). 
20 

21 foundational^, the right of defense consists not just in being heard, but in having the 

22 opportunity to contradict the evidence. However > rhc jurisprudence also teaches that this is not 

23 merely a formalism. In this, the Rota echoes the teaching of Pius Xir that was quoted above. In 

24 assessing the integrity of a judicial process, the Rota assesses whether or not the parties know the 

25 proofs and have an opportunity to respond to (hem. Commenting on the difference between 

26 observing all the solemnities and the essentials of the judicial process, in a marriage case the 

27 then-Dean Pompedda observes: 
28 

29 Concludendum quapropter est defuisse quidem iudicii 

30 sollemnilnfvs sed essettlialui processus- (act r iris petitioner > 

31 deter mi tialionem obiucti litis, rltoiionc inallerius pariis, Vinculi 

32 Dcfensioris intervenfum, facultaiem sese defendendl uiriusque 

33 partis) iecta servata fume, atque idea processus nullitrtfem 

34 nullomodo smiimrl (coram Pompedda, \1N{I%% #16, as found in 

35 SRRD 77 [1985], page 291). 
36 

37 In understanding the right of defense, the Reverend Judges look to the opportunity to 

38 b\ow and react to the proofs; they look \o the essentials of the process. The creative innovation 

39 of nomCodal procedural steps will be understood as faux-solemnities urged upon the Court by a 

40 zealous Advocate. However, the appropriate efforts of a responsible Advocate are required by 

4 1 the norm of law (Canon 1 723). 
42 

43 Finally, the Reverend Judges recall the force of particular legislation in the application of 

44 a penalty for this delict, As cited above,. Norm 8 of I he 2006 USCGB Essential Norms required 

45 that if there is moral certitude about the delict having been committed, then 'permanent removal 

46 from ecclesiastical ministry, not excluding dismissal from the clerical state' is indicated. 
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2 ML IN FACTO. 

3 

4 The Tribunal first notes thai wuh r^ga rd to the question of determining probative value, 
(he finding principle (if recreant years lias always been the 1942 adilicss by Pope Pius XII to (lie 

6 prelate auditors of the Sacred "Roman Rota, 'n that acWress the Ho[y Father indicated that the 

7 Church's Tribunal syntax must rest on the finding of truth wherein it is the "the aggregate of 

8 proofs and indications" that lead to jndge's mora! cerlilude, This being said, it is not necessarily 

9 ihc quantity of evidence that becomes the determinate of probative value, it is how the facts and 

1 the details themselves can integrate one will! another and come to form a complete picture. Thus, 

1 1 a seeming insufficiency ir_ a singular proof car. be completed by the presence of another proof or 

12 even a more "indication." 
13 

14 The generally accepted commentary of the Code of Canon Law on the notion of mora) 

15 ceititnde defines said moral cerfitude as 'Vie firm and unwavering assent of the mind to a 
16" proposition accepted upon evidence inkbn horn the normal mode of action and human conduct, 
17 evidence which the mind finds sufficient lo win its full assent" The pursuit of moral certitude 
1 8 entails a quality and qualifiers in qui thoughts and deliberations. This Tribunal h:=s maintained r 

1 9 good and clear notion of the standard of proof expected of it and a keen awareness of the true bar 

20 lo be reached in order lo establish such moral certitude. 
21 

22 The Tribunal now addresses the argument of the Advocate for the reus regarding human 

23 memory. The Advocate for the reus i n this case raises in his brief questions regarding the notion 

24 of a malleable "human memory." What the Advocate wishes to do is to call into question the 

25 manner in which details can be conveyed to the court in the process of instructing a case after 

26 some twenty or thirty years. While there is serious reason to consider these questions (such is the 
2.7 underlying motive for the Chuich's rules on prescription), some of (he Advocate's offerings are 
28 not necessarily applicable because they can in no way, in any given case, be proved or disproved. 
29 

30 For example, note the list of "professionally accepted statements 1 ' (an assertion which, it 

31 self, is given very limited cilaiion and justification) about the use of tl post-event information 

32 (PEI)," Hie Advocate conveys that 'it is true that such TBI does shape memory but there is no 

33 way to determine whether or not 'memories ean be created' nor is it possible to, on (he face of 

34 (hem, distinguish between a created memory and an actual representation of facts." Given the 

35 required evaluation and use of discretion by the judges, the nnmre, and resolution thereof, of 

36 conflicting testimony before a court remains absolutely the same in the judgment process of the 

37 officers. 
38 

39 The Advocate also indicates that "people can fill in del nils of what they think they 

40 remember." But here the Advocate's premise argues that there is some greater context thai has 

41 some degree of truth to it, and only secondary details themselves might be at variance. This 
4?. creates <'i problem for (lie Advocate, who on ncensiun, will argue (hat it is in the inaccuracy of 
43 detail on the pari of witnesses and. therefore the greater picture must be called in question. Bui is 
4'-! this call to the judges actually supported by his premised theory, or is il essentially undermined? 
45 
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1 fhe last point to l>c made relates to the Advocators own assertion that "the human 

2 memory is nmLleahje. active and vulnerable to various influences/' This should be recognized as 

3 a statement thai, in essence, cuts boih ways- To the smne extern that whatever circumstance 

4 might cause a person to recall or to attribute recollections to the actions of another when they are 

5 in the position of idlcged victim or witness, would seem to hold equally applicable lo the 

6 memory of the r<>u$. It seems logical lo assert that after twenty ojt thirty yeirs from the incident 

7 being deniea, the reus likewise can have an equally strong belief in his own innocence. Could 

8 not his own memory of the circumstances or even I be facta have been marred by this same factor 

9 of malleability. This, according to the Advocate's premise, might be the case even without 
10 broaching (Impossibility of intentional fabrication ojl obscuring of facts. 

U 

12 The Advocate indicates that a person (the one making the allegation) may look at 

13 otherwise innocent behavior and attribute to it the look nf sexual abuse. It would seem possible 

14 to also say (hat a person (the one accused) could, in retrospect, look at behaviors that might 

1 5 const i I u(e sexual abuse and through the lens of (heir own mind and their own malleable memory 

16 see only innocent behavior on their own part, especially since it is a common human trait to 

17 rationalize one's own behavior- 
)H 

19 Given these preliminary observations, the Court now addresses (he issue that there were 

20 other witnesses, in addition to those mentioned above, that were willing to testify to the good 
23. characiLT of the reus. However, in this regard, the prosecuting attorney in the civil trial of die 
22 reus made the following observation: 

23 

24 Nobody has gotten up and said Father Knighton is a terrible human 

25 being. Nobody's asking you to judge his worth as a human being. 

26 You're asked to decide whether or not he assaulted a person. 

27 Good people do things that are crimes. Bad people do good things. 

28 r Civil Tria f Afternoon, August 22, 2003, page 163]. 
29 

30 In response lo the allegations, the testimony of opposing witnesses and other material in 

31 the acta, his Advocate presents the perspective of the reus, fn general, this comprises 

32 reiterations of innocence and the presentation of character witnesses. The Advocate also 

33 attempts to impeach ihe credibility and the veracity of the accusers. The Advocate emphasizes 

34 the problems the complainants were experiencing in their lives at the time of the alleged 

35 incidents of abuse and (he dysfunction in (heir families. But, it must be noted that conversely, 

36 the reus* ability to detect such dysfunction could be understood io have made them candidates 

37 for such exploitation, 
38 

39 The complaints were only placed yea: s alter the alleged abuse; clinicians cited in the Law 

40 Section speak commonly of the lengthy passage of (ime be tore such behavior js shared. The 

41 Advocate used terms such as i: transference" and "flashbacks" in an attempt to discredit the 

42 complainants; however, the Advocate did riot develop a logical, cogent argument about these 

43 matters. The Advocate presents the verdict of| | civil suit as a proof rT the innocence of 

44 the rem. The Advocate has placed a great deal of evidentiary weight on letters of support, as 
4.S well as the testimony of fricr.ds; while such material demonstrates that the reus was successful in 
46 some of his ministry, it docs nol directly address the issues in the formulation of the doubt 
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2 indeed, while many of the things the rtvs has done may not be classified in the technical 

3 sense as crimes either in c;-non or eivi! law, Uie fact is "I hat. he has demonstrated from Ihe 

4 beginning of liis clerical life on March 7, 1 972, lhat he does not feel bound to observe church 

5 ];iw mid its enncomnnnf disciplines, or he obedient to la wful church authority if (ha I mean 

6 contradicting his own wishes. His own friend, || | candidly states: 
7 

% Marv lias always talked about his great love for the priesthood and 

9 felt lhat fhfii was his calling and his vocation. Yet at (lie same, 

10 time, he warned to do what he felf he wanted to do. Authority is 

1 1 one big hurdle ior MArv> and thai has* always been a hurdle for 
I 2 Marv [Penal Trial, Witness "K", page 1 8], 

) 4 | had previously given an example of this in his testimony: 
15 

16 We were at the seminary at that time in the theologate- father 

17 lived at Holy Angels, as a seminarian at lhat dine. He did not live 

1 8 on the seminary campus which was required, and somehow he was 

1 9 able to exceed that requirement [Penal Trial, Witness "K", page 3 J. 
20 

21 While there the reus gave people the impression he was a legitimately sanctioned church 

22 minister. While there he commuted an offense against the sixth conmandmeni with | 

23 | Aji offense that likely would not have occurred if he had been living at (he major 

24 seminary with Ihe rest of his ordination class. 
25 

26 The investigator assigned to the case of Live revs, Robert Beyer, makes the following 

27 statement after reviewing Archdiocesan files of the reus: 
28 

29 His records reflect thai he is an independent person. He took a job 

30 at Whitnall High School and adopted three sons wiihouf first 

31 discussing the situation with the Archdiocese, and without prior 

32 approval from the Archbishop. There is correspondence in his file, 

33 which was written by Fi\ Knighton, indicating that he does not like 

34 to live in a rectory setting, but prefeis to have the privacy of living 

35 by himself, h'r. Knighton hns not always been happy with his 

36 assignments and has let the Archdiocese know about it through 

37 correspondence. There is correspondence in his file indicating lhat 

38 he has done a good job in his assignments and was well liked. But 

39 there is also correspondence which is critical of his job 

40 performance { Tribun al Fil e, '"Confidential Sexual Abuse 

41 Investigation' 1 , page 06(Y]. 
42 

43 Not only Mr. Reyer, but anyone who reviewed the correspondence of the reus with his 

44 lawful superiors, would arrive ;U a similar assessment (Notable here also is the eventually lived 
4"> contradiction to his expressed preference to live '"by himself) I lie Advocate iries Ln rationalize 
46 'his behavior in relation to superiors with this defense: 
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2 While ii is admitted that Father Knighton has not always acted in 

3 accord with the wishes of his bishop, he nonetheless has acted in 

4 an upright, moral manner, lie has always lbllowal his conscience 

5 to meet the moral obligations of a priest to the needs of the Church 

6 mid lb: people, There has never been any punishment or penal 

7 sanction placed against Frit her Knighton for his actions. True, 
S Father Knighton is not a submissive, compliant, and passive priest. 
9 Yes, there are copies of letters and materials from and In Father 

10 Knighton in the acts. Father Knighton can he direct, fbriliright 

I 1 blunt, outspoken- all good American quali'lies. 

12 

13 During his priestly career, "either Knighton kept' writing to his 

14 archbishop, communicating with him, sharing with him lit s hopes, 

15 his goals, his convictions, his respect and affection, along with his 

16 anger arid frustration about various things. T> is true that Father 

17 Knighton takes initiative; therefore he is not passive and 
i 8 submissive Who would want a leader or a priest who is passive 

19 and submissive? Among some clergy it has been a common 

20 saying to state, "It is always easier to ask for forgiveness than it is 

21 to ask for permission." While a canonist or a legislator might not 

22 so quickly express such a siatement. the practical and pastoral 

23 minded among the clergy frequently do so. Certainly, Father 

24 Knighton ye ems lo have held this sentiment [Defense Brief| 
25 

26 Unfortunately, the Advocate for (he reus } like the reus himself, mi^ht desire this Tribunal 

27 to function on sentiment rather than canons and legislation. A blatant example of this is found in 

28 the September 11, 1988 letter of the reus in which he informs his lawful superior, Avchbishop 

29 Rembert \V Oakland, that he is finalizing his adoption of a ten year old hoy and a six year old boy 

30 | Clergy File, pages 216-21 7], The Archbishop replies: 
31 

32 You have a pattern of doing what you please and then informing 

33 superiors. J simply want to go on record that 1 have not given you 

34 my permission to adopt the two children that yon speak of in your 

35 letter. 
36 

37 You cannot continue, tvfarv, to go on just doing what you please 

38 and then informing the rest of us later and expect that God's 

39 blessings will be abundant on your Jife and on your ministry 

40 [Cfergy File, pages 21 8]. 
4i 

42 The September 22, 1988 letter of the ram in reply to this letter of the Archbishop clearly 

43 uenumshdhjs ilmt he will accent no one's judgment of him or his ministry. Tie alone decides 

44 whether he is a "faithful 5 ' priest. This can be -;een in the following lengthy, verbatim excerpt 

45 from that letter; 
46 
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1 Your last pmagraph bothered me even more! :t You cannot 

2 continue* Miiiv, lo go on just doing what you please. Your 

3 generalities, your judgemental comments are enough to make me 

4 disgorge. 
5 

6 I have been a priest for this Archdiocese for thirteen years. T was 

7 orclajned by the tare and loving Archbishop William E. Cousins. ] 

8 served at St. Anne's parish on (he north side for one year. 1 was 

9 then assigned to Pi lis 1 : XI High; School in 1976 and remained there 
10 until 1987. Now 3 could you please have the courtesy of being 
J 1 specific how I have been doing as I please? 

12 

1 3 When 1 sought to look for a job in the public school, I came to you 

14 seeking your opinion. S\ire X .sent out applications, but I was open 

15 to your o pi /lions and Avould have respected ir. 
16 

[7 As priest , J haven*! been charged wilh any iegai offense in (his city 

IS nor state fiat would cause embarrassment to the priesthood. As 

19 priest I have not done anything againsf the Code of Cannon Law 

20 that would cause me to be tagged as "doing as 1 please." I have in 

2 i my estimation have been faithful as a servant; people would vouch 
22 for that! 

23 

24 (Vfaybe the difficulties doesn't lie with me Rembert. Maybe the 

25 difficulty is wilh you and your uncomfortablencss of dealing with 

26 me and anyone who strive to be free in living the Gospeh By free, 

27 plea.se don't interpret it doing what I damn wd_ ; please. Maybe 

28 your uncomfortableness of relating with those who disagree with 

29 you is your problem. Tt seems that one can never disagree wilh you 

30 or be then- own person. If they choose to do so> they are left in the 

31 cold! This has been my experience with you in the pas^ and I 

32 choose not lo allow that as an hindrance to my growth as person 

33 and priest. 
34 

35 ff I am such a problem to you as you mentioned; I am wilti ng, and 

36 f Jiis I mean I am most willing to leave and go elsewhere. J don't 

37 need this rash judging that 1 have received from you or anyone else 

38 because they fail to know who I am really am. I am <ired of being 

39 judged from afar. 
40 

A 1 I gather you are under much stress with this event of Mr, | 

42 and now the passing of a goud n;an. Archbishop William H. 

43 Cousins. Whatever is going with yen; you must realize that I am 

44 not a lap dog and such unfounded comments and criticism I don't 

45 appreciate. T find ii most uncharitable, offensive and totally imiair 
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1 to iuc and how Tvc served in this diocese [Clergy File, pages 224- 

2 225 1, 

:\ 

4 By comparing this letter lo (he fullness of material in his Clcr&y h'iJc, il can be noted that 

5 the reus apparently glosses over bolh the abrupt ending uf his multi-year assignment to St. 

6 Anne's parish, and the maimer in which he was ^signed" to Pius XT Tligli School. The reus 

7 sent n copy of thi« letter to die auxiliary bishop, (lie Most Reverend Richard J. Sklba, who sent a 

8 reply dated October 13> J 988. In this reply Bishop Sklba notes; <C I do know i hat a vast number of 

9 priests feci thai yon have charted your own course without much prior consultation." [ClejgX 
JO Kile, pages 2291 

1) 

12 A review of the Cha ncery File clearly indicates (hat the reus hid conflicts with this same 

13 Archbishop William E. Cousins, whom he tries to portray as understanding him so mnch hefvx 

14 than Archbishop Weaklanch In his letter dated July 13, 1975 (barely nineteen days after he was 

1 5 ordained a priest by this same Archbishop Cousins) the reus writes !he following; 
16 

] 7 To go ro .St. Ann's on a fill f -time basis al this point would be unfair 

' 8 to the people, to the Team and to mysc)f> my heart is not there and 

19 would not be there. To go there by force would be done out of 

20 Blind Obedience and that I don't believe in. | C hancery File, page 

21 023 j. 
22 

23 In his reply, Aichbishop Cousins reminds the revs of the promise of obedience that he 

24 had publicly made in his recent ordination ceremony: 
25 

26 The question now concerns your carrying out of the promise of 

27 obedience you made upon the occasion of your Ordination. You 

28 say in your letter, <L J promised obedience to you and your 

29 successors. I promised these vows, and by the Grace of the Father, 

30 1 will keep them*\ This is all that is being asked of yon. Your 

31 implied insistence upon an appointment to Pius XI High School is 

32 at variance with your consistent statements that it is your desire to 

33 serve, You must immediately recognize that service cannot be 

34 confined or restricted to personal preference [Chancer y l ; ilc , page 

35 024 1 . 
36 

37 Even his friend and classmate, I I, slates: u ] think Marv has always found jr 

38 relatively easy for him to exceed regulations and discipline lhat did not suit his pinpose" [Penal 
19 Trial Testimony , Witness "K.", page 5 j. 

40 

4J Having established f hat the reus alone decides for himself what his proper actions are, flic 

42 Tribunal notes the following defense statement of the Ad vocal e: 

43 

44 In the case at hand, bather Knighlou has a long history of 

45 involvement with both the education and pastoral care of young 

46 people. Indeed, many years ago a number of boys went swimming 
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1 together will) Father Knighton. Three of ihr. boy*? from thaf long 

2 history now accuse Father Knighton of sexual misconduct. The 

3 three accusers seem each to con ic from troubled buck grounds. 

4 There seems to be sonic interconnection between or among (hem, 

5 though it seems the accusers den) il. 1 he issue of their motivation 

6 in bringing forward these allegations is questionable. It would be 

7 expected that many accusers would have emerged jf Father. 

8 Knighton were really a predaior of 13 and J 4 year olds, ft would 

9 aJso be expected thai an adoption agency or child protective 

10 services would have discovered something in its examination of 

1 1 Fidher Knighton's readiness to adopt. Given that no oilier accusers 
3 2 have come forward and given that no adoption agencies or child 

13 protection services have made any allegations, all the more it 

14 would seem that Father fCnighlon is innocent of the allegations 

15 made by ihcse 3 individuals [Advocate's Brief) 
J6 

17 The Tiibunal gives no weight io this defense, since the allegations set before this 

18 Tribunal do not include one that designates the reus as a ''predator of 13 and 14 year olds". 

1 9 What is at issue is whether or not a delict against (he Sixth Commandment of the Decalogue was 

20 cotnmitted by the reus with one or more minors. Since there are no direct witnesses to what took 

21 place other than the reus and liis accusers, the Tribunal carefully .sets forth in the following 

22 arguments concerning two accusers of the reus why it questions ihe credibility of the reus and 

23 not that of his accusers. 
24 

25 The Tribunal will address the accusal ions in chronological order to show that (he same 

26 attitude motivated the conduct of the reus with all his accusers, namely that each was to give him 

27 what he wanted, when he wanted, because of his sense of entitlement. The Tribunal begins with 

28 the allegation of | | The Advocate insisted this allegation be dropped since it was evident 

29 that tliis incident took place before the reus became a deacon. This Advocate argues: 
30 

31 It is not an incidental matter whether Father Knighton was 

32 ordained a deacon at the time of the alleged events. The crime of 

33 which he has been reus is that of sexually abusing a minor - not 

34 while as a lay person, but while a cleric in major orders. If Talhcr 

35 Knighton was not yet ordained n deacon, then the gravius delictum 

36 of which he has been reus could not have taken place. According 

37 to the terms of The Essential Norms and of Saw amen tor urn 

38 sonciUatis lutein, it is a constitutive element of this gravius 

39 delictum thai the act of sexual abuse of a minor be committed hy 

40 one who is a priest or deacon. As will he explained below, for 

41 reasons of law ibis allegation should not be included in this 

42 proceeding [Advocate's Brief] 
43 

44 While acknowledging most of the above as accurate, (he Tribunal distinguishes by noting 

45 ihiit "the crime of which he has been accused is thai of sexually abusing a minor - not while as a 

46 lay person, but while a cleric/' 1 The advocate cames his sentence Loo far by adding that the reus 
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1 was not "a cleric in major orders", It is indisputable ibat ihi.s delict look place under the norms 

2 of the 1917 Code of Canon Law (CIC). By Hie utjhs of that same CIC, Marvin T. Xaigbtou was 

3 admitted to the clerical stale hy the aoi of tonsure (1017 CIC, Canon 108 §1), which he received 

4 oo March 7, 1 972. The Main Propria of Pope Paul VI, Minweria quaedam — redefining 

5 admission to the clerical stale as ordinal ion lo 1 i >e diaconatc — was issued on August 15 5 1972. 

6 This document dees not specify Hint those already admitted to the clerical state by tonsure were 

7 no longer lo be regarded ns clerics until Iheir ordination to Ihc diaoomile. 
8 

9 The question of one's sk\ic m lilb al ;i given moment in time is mere fact and not a matter 

10 of penal law. Thus, it is documentary and not open to broadened or nanmved interpretation, 

11 Furthermore, the distinction that has occurred since )972 when tonsure was still the initiating 
17. point of one's cleric state and the present, is the fact that under the old system (long prc-dating 
1J (he socio-pastoral milieu of the 1970's) there was not perceived to he any likelihmd in the 

14 seminary system of the day for any "ministry" emailing interactions with vulnerable persons 

15 being performed by persons oilier than deacons or priests. But, Ihc- reus, in reuospect, with liis 

16 rather consistent desire to go against the systematic formation process expected of him by lawful 

17 superiors, decided of his own accord that he was ready to perform public ministry. He was 

18 presumably ready also to take on lhat public authority, or at least the airs of ii, that comes from 

19 being a seminarian living outside the seminary community. It seems lhat the reus intentionally 

20 creeled the circumstance where he went beyond the situation anticipated by law, and placed 

21 himself in the role previously expected of only priests or deacons. By doing this he himself 

22 created the circumstance wheic he could possibly then have taken advantage of some imputed 

23 "position" in order to commit this debet. 
24 

25 The Promoter addresses this question with precision. (Tc indicates that a distinction needs 

26 to be made between canons 2358 and 2359 m the 1917 CIC. Canon 2358, which has no parallel 

27 in the 1983 Code, applies to those in minor orders the norms of canon 2357. This means that a 

28 sin against the sixth commandment ot the Decalogue can occur. Rut the parallel drawn into the 

29 1983 Code, lhat of Canon 2359 §2, is the first to introduce Ihc notion of a crime against a minor 

30 below the age of 16. The problem with ihc argument of I he. Advocate for the reus is thnl the 

31 narrowness that he seeks is based on a presumption within the law and within the fonnation 

32 structures of the Church at that time that those m minor orders would not be placed in any 

33 circumstances where they interacted with, minors under the age of 16. It seems disingenuous for 

34 the runs to wish to avail himself of the distinction which becomes a protect ion, when he wns 

35 unwilling at the time to adhere to the format ion al parameters that would not have allowed this 

36 circumstance to have arisen in Ihc first place, 
37 

38 In asking the learned opinion of Bishop Thomas Damn, DD, JCD, on this matter, Bishop 

39 Do ran suited that Canon 1395, as interpreted by the Aincdoan Procedural Norms which 

40 .Bishop Doraa helped to draft and finalize, envisions that offenses before ordination to the 

41 diaconatc be included. Bishop Doran abo indicated that clerical status is not affected by penal 

12 law. nor hy (he subsequent restructuring ofhnw one caters tire clerical state. If a person was a 
43 cleric under the Pio-Benedi ethic Code, he does not lose that status simply because under the 
4'! cm rent code a man docs not become a cleric; until lie is ordained to the diaconatc. 

4? 
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1 The Ih'omolcr notes the following regardmg^tiiis alfegaiinn, which this Tribunal judges io 

2 be tin accurate assessment of the credibility of I land the gujjf of (he r^/.v ((he Tribunal 

3 excerpts at length): 

5 I is: hazy nbnuL ^onie of Ihc details of date ;?ad physical 

6 location, but he is very clear in his recollection of the incident, 

7 itself: "bather got into the same bed wilh inc. II was just the uvo of 

8 us. There was just the one bed. . . | Father was] nuked from the waist 

9 down. . . . I wan laying next lo him. Me turned on his side, and 

1 a hnosl in a spooning type fashion with nie behind him. lie took my 

1 1 hand, placed it. on his penis and ;is it got erect, his hand was on Lop 

1 2 of my hand in a masturbating function until the act was complete." 
J 3 [P enal T rial, Wi loess "G" pages 5 * 20-21 J 

1.5 II said (bat after the event was over, he was not particularly 

16 bothered by what had happened and that, at the Lime, he did not 

17 fee] it had been inappropriate behavior; rather, "from that time 

18 forward, that essentially ended the relationship 1 had with Father 

19 Marvin, and he's the one that ended (he relationship, which was 

20 probably the most rlevjsuifing part of all thai occurred with him 

21 Was the fact that, for whatever reason, I was being discarded by 

22 him and no longer considered a friend. He no longer took me to 
2.1 movies or any of those things. He just pretty much threw me out" 
2 A [P&iaLTxi&l Witness "CP pages 5 & 1 2). MM contends that he 

25 never suffered from "repressed memory" conucniinc* Father 

26 Knighton's actions, but that it wn^ not until he underwent therapy 

27 fon| |lhal he came to appreciate the long-term 

28 impact which the sexual abuse had on him. [Penal Trial, Witness 

29 "G*\ page 1 1 J 
30 

31 In his testimony 9 I m referred to Father Kjiighlon's "constant 

32 hugging and kissing" [Pen a l Trial , Witness "G v \ pages 10 & 20} 

33 but cited no other actions which ho would describe as "grooming" 

34 or sexually inappropriate behavior, and lie is unequivocal in his 

35 insistence that thi.s occurrence was a one-umcwjyem^^ does, 

36 however, testify that a J 1^ w ' 10 

37 (^faacl a ve ry si milar 
3K relationship with Father Marvin/' and he insinuates that may 

39 have been (bused by Pal her Knighton, as well [Penal Trial, 

40 Witness 41 0" 5 pages S] 
41 

42 | B ' >; vn y candid about his own troubled background, which 

43 included | Band the 

44 I^HIHI jpHns public 

45 high school teachers IPem^Tn^ 28-29]. Yet 

46 ilicre is nothing in bis testimony to suggest that ho is either 



t'agc 22 of 10 

26 



ADOM0S1228 



2 
3 
A 
5 
6 
7 
S 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
]••' 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
71 
77. 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 



embellishing or overly dramatizing his story., nor is (here any 
indication thai he harbors a lingering hostility toward cither Father 
Ismightou or the Church [Penal Trial, Witness "G" pages 4J.-42], 

ll is unfortunate thai medical circumstances picvented I 
from appearing in person (o give his testimony inasmuch as 
observing his "body language" might have been helpful lo the 
members of the Tribunal in assessing his credibility. Siill. in 
recalling I he (one and content of his telephonic responses to (he 
judges 1 questions and in reading (ho oaiiseripl of thai session, 1 
cannot defect even the slightest basis u>y challenging his integrity 



Of C 



ed'hliily. 



For his pari, Fath er Knig hion acknowledged that the re wa s an 
occasion on winch along n'ilhjiJ^J] may 

have stayed overnight with him; but he contended thai, if such a 
visit had happened, it would have (aken place at the parish, rectory 
and the boys would have stayed in one of the guest rooms [Penal 
lria!. Witness "A", pafics 5-10]. Father Knighton vaguely 
remembered the boys, hul was unable to recall much detail, 
maintaining (hat contact with these boys had occurred early in his 
stay at Holy Angels and long before his ordination to the diaconatc 
[Penal Trial. Witness "A", pages 8-9 & J7|. Tie admitted that it 
was "part of my nature" to hug people, provided (hey arc 
ccmfortable with such gestures [Pe nal Trial , Witness "A", pages 
17-181. 

While Father Knighton's poor recollection of details is 
understandable, given that (he events in question transpired more 
(ban (hilly years ago, (he Tribunal does have access to 
documentary evidence which could be held to constitute a recent 
admission on bather Knighton' s part that some manner of 
inappropriate behavior involving | | had, indeed, occurred. 
The admission was reported by Dr. Barbara Rcinke (Director of 
J'roject Benjamin - • (he office creaied by ihc Archdiocese of 
Milwaukee in 1989 to respond to incidents of sexual abuse - in a 
tog entry dated April I I. 2002, and entitled; "Addendum to the 
note aboui Father Marv Kujghlon." Hie note reads in part: 
"During this conversation [a telephone call from Father Knighton 
to Dr. Rcinke] bather Marv admitted th at he had 'made a mistake' 
in the incident with ^^^^^^^H, but he insisted that this 
incident occurred in 1973. prior to his being ordained a deacon, 
and tiu-" hi. 'i behavior does not conovn us" [Chanc ery File, pago 
344], 
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Not only did lie make this statement to | 



but he was qui/^cvl about it by ]vf 



When ! asked Fr. Knighton if the allegation was true, he slated, 
"There was inappropriate behavior 1 . When questioned Tin Liter Fr. 
Knighton responded, "No comment", and told mc thai lie had. 
nothing ; Ise In say about it. IT. Knighton acknowledged that the 
inappropriate behavior way with 1 asked Fr. Knighton if 

the inappropriate behavior was of a sexual nature, lie again told 
me (jiat lie had nothing more to say about it [Tribunal Pile, 
"Confidential Sexual Abuse Investigation" pages 55-56]. 

'The Court docs not find convincing (he Advocate's attempt to change the meaning of this 
remark of (he reus by staling the following; 

According to diocesan notes,, Father Knighton was said to have 
"made a mistake" about the incident in later contact with the 
archdiocese. 'This misinterpretation by diocesan officials stems 
from lite tact that Father Knighton only indicated that lie was at 
Holy Angels Church in 1972 and 1973. The "mistake" was about 
the years being discussed. ITto all eged inciden t could not have 
taken place in winter 1975-76" whenBMBBBHwas 15 years old 
since Father Knighton was not at Holy Angels at the time. He also 
admitted knowing HBH, but denied anything occurred and 
refused to discuss the matter with any diocesan official due to 
concerns about his rights which up to (hat point he felt had been 
trampled |Advucate\s Brief). 



This directly contradicts the testimony oil 

Q, And in the second tiling with 

was just as vocal at denying stuff? 



in her exchange with Judge 
I, [ take it he 



A. Well, no, as I said, that one he - - the argument was about 
the date it occurred. He wasn't denying it He was saying 
it occurred before J was ordained [Penal Trial, Witness "J", 
pages 16-17|. 

In addition, one of Hie friends ofthe reus — principal of Pius XI High School at the time 
(he accusations against the reus became public — was (old at that time that the revs admitted to 
ibis allegation, although he did nor know that this pa rticula r allegation came froml^^H This 
friend states the following in an exchange with JudgeB^B. concerning ihe fact thai the reus was 
angry with him for not publicly defending him when the allegations became publicly known: 

A. Wo were told thai ihe Diocese had iwo situations, one of 
which he admitted but it was beyond the Matue of 
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1 limitations, and the oilier one lie said didmt happen, and 

2 thai was fioing to trial. And. i was, 1 here fore, given the 

3 in formali on (hat he ad mined one of Ihe allocations, and 

4 then (he question was how could 1 defend him, and it's like 

5 I can't defend him. Now I've never heard that brought up 

6 again since, ?o I don't know if that's (rue or not 
7 

8 Q. Thai Marv ad mined it? 
9 

10 A. Tbnfs what 1 was; told hy an Arehdiocesan representative 

1 1 back then. [Penal TrH Witness a R'\ page 39}. 
12 

13 Moreover, if the inlcipteiation of (he Advocate were valid, then vhe Yribnnnl would 

14 expect that the reus would h^vc "set the record straight 51 when he w;is laier interviewed by Mr. 

15 Beyer. Instead, the nature of his response above indicates that he acknowledges wrongdoing but 

16 does not want io specify the nature of his "mistake'' [Tribunal file , pages 

1 8 In view of all of r .he above, the Judges eoncuv with the Promoter that | | statements 

10 arc credible. Moreover, they are consistent with those of the other accuser, J | wlio testified 

20 to the Court about the modus operandi of the /v.-//y. Notwithstanding the hints of the Advocate to 

21 the contrary, there is absolutely no evidence of eollusion between die two gentlemen. \i is clear 

22 to th.c Judges that the event eoncerning^^M took place and it certainly fits into the category of 

23 an offeree against the Sixth Commandment of the Decalogue. 
24 

25 ^^^^\Vith respect to the second allegation, this is the most problematic of tire three because of 

26 | significant and willing involvement in this process and ihe degree and intensity that he 

27 brings to his testimony. It can he noted ihat both the Promoter and the Advocate jesori. in a 
2R number of circumstances, to the possibility that| | misunderstood the actions of the reus. Ail 

29 of this set a suige for boundary issues, bo^h physical arid emotional, with minors that seem 

30 consistent throughout the ministerial life of the reus. Whet is in question is whether there are 

31 sufficient proofs to indicate that what might otherwise be inappropriate and immature or merely 

32 "wrestling and horseplay" can be elevated to Ihe point of being a delict, that is to say a violation 

33 of (he sixth commandment of the Decalogue with a rrmior. Both the Promoter and the Advocate 
M raise questions about the nature of the testimony and the overall credibility of in tins case, 
3.S which the Tribunal will now address. 

37 | the clinician to whom | [referred him and who began 

38 counseling I^H on a weekly basis in November of 2001 1 .submitted a claim for services twenty 
weeks later which included an ■■■^■■^■■•■■■^^■^^^^^^^^■^■■■fcrt^B 

41 judges oftlds tribunal possess a certain ihmdi i. ilv with the diagnostic criteria of B^^^H 

42 and their associated fealurcs from their work wi th marriage nullity cases. 

43 Having been presented no reason to quest ion the accumc^^f Mr j iiagnoshs, and 

44 understanding from the testimony of ■■■ Mhc\\ | | iluu| [erratic behavior 

45 pre-dates any of The alleged occurrences of sexual abuse (indeed, ^^^M has testified Ihat his 

46 relationship with his son was "stormy*' even prior to thc| | [Ven a] Trial 
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Jury Tria l Trmsrripls Vol JI!:S,]2 ; hS.33)J ; it is plansiblrt ibal ihtj 
| or in; antecedent condition^) had been a primaiy determinant ol" 
behavior and perceptions lou^. before Father Knighio.n entered hi.s life. In vi ew of this the 
Promoter questions whether this disorder may have impacted the. nature offl B' testimony. 

In this regard die Com! uoies that tying, or the inability to discern right i'rom wrong Or 
iiLith fnvn fiction, arc not characteristics oi'lbcB I Moreover, the 

following characteristics are- not inconsistent with those who arc sexually ..hosed and Ihen 
abandoned. They aao accou nt, for what the Advocate ol' the reus says in an attempt to 
undermine I I credibility: 'fl |had a troubled and problematic youtli" [Advocate's 

Brief). '1'hc DSM-! Y^^^^^H notes die following diagnostic criteria: 



The diagnostic criteria for nl 



\ are: 




Certainly, 'Hying, oi the inability to discern right, from wrong or truth f>om iiclnip were 
characteristics of 1 he ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^H 1 he Defense Lawyer of the reus in (he 
.seeidar court action would definitely have mentioned this when he attacked the credibility of 
| I Inwevcr, neither in hi.s opening remarks [Civil Trial, Morning ol' Aug ust 21 , 2003, 
pages 14-17) nor at the time m winch Ibis Defense Lawyer of the mux questions | 
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1 dues lie mciuion that I Ipcrsonrdily disorder made him incapable of telling ihe truth [Civil 

2 J}Va\) Morning, of August 2\, 201)3, pages 80-128, Afternoon of August 2T, 2003, pages 21-72; 
1 Afternoon Di August 22, 2003, pages 109-1 12]. 

4 

5 The Advocate of the reus and the Promoter of J u si ice question I I crcdibdily 

6 because of inconsistency in .some details of hi?? account of' what happened. The Advocate says: 
7 

8 In the case nt hand, it r. clear (hat the testimony of the ao users is 

9 not reliable. There is confusion in the content of d\e testimony. 
10 Whciher the testimony of the witnesses ha.s heen cor, ,ipted by 
1 ] memories shaped by pus' event information or whether the 
12 tesumony lias been corrupted by collusion and conspiracy, the 
J 3 testimony clearly is not reliable | Advocate's Brief] 

1 5 The Promoter of Justice questions the veracity ot'| | staling: 

16 

)7 .\fot only docs the testimony ;-.ppc£r to he laced with conlrn dictions, 

j 8 it also appears in some respects to undergo embellishment with the 

19 passage of lime, While it could be argued that this reflects an 

20 emerging clarification of detail as a victim- witness plumbs Ihe 

21 depths oi' his memory, 1 suspect that it could be maintained with 

22 just as much validity that wc are simply witnessing a 

23 demonstration of the adage "practice makes perfect" as applied to 

24 ihe task of crafting one's testimony in order to put forward the 

25 most convincing argument | Promoicr's Brief] 
26 

27 However, (he key details thac suppoit the substance of I I accusation of sexual 

28 misconduct against the. reus are the same in all of his accounts. The Court does not accept the 

29 theory of the Promoter of Justice that the conUadiclions result from "crafting one's testimony in 

30 ojder to nu^bnvard the most convmciijg argument", since that wnuld mean thai the testimony 

3 1 given byH | in ihe Penal Trial would not omit earlier det ails I hat strengthened his case, 

32 Nor does the Court accept the arguments of the Advocate lhat| | testimony "has been 

33 con upted by memories shaped by posr even! in formation" o r "lias been corrupted by collusion 

34 and conspiracy." Instead, ihe Conn believes that| |i experienced in his delayed puberty 

35 sexual actions by the reus- 'hat became 'ho criteria for understanding the sexual nature of past 

36 actions by ihe reus ihnl were not peiccived as - such at the time when they oceurred. 
37 

38 Moreover, the Assistant District Attorney, Tiffin f hereinafter: Tiffin], states to the Jury: 

40 |r lias been very consistent. He's been very consistent in 

41 what hap]>cned to him. fleV^ been very consistent when he told 

42 Detective Iloppe. He's been very consistent, he didn't le.ll a lie to 

43 his stepmoihor and .his father, lie wash 1 I ready. 

44 
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1 I Ic said, 1 didn't tell the counselors. He didn't. He wasn't ready, 

2 Uc just tolc) you ;he truth. Tic's hid nolhing, ... flc had no motive 

3 lo lie [Ci vil Trial . Afternoon August 22, 2003, pages 163-164]. 
4 

5 f he Tribunal concurs with this previously quoted assessment aga in quo ted immediately 

6 above. The Tribunal further notes iliat there is no financial motivation tbr( [to make such an 

7 accusation, since he has not asked ihe Archdiocese of Milwaukee for any further funds bnl only 

8 for justice. The following exchange with J | father and the associate judge, the Reverend 

9 ^^^^^^^^B^H , confirms this: 
10 

i 1 Q Has th ere been a Jawsiiil against (he diocese at all? 

12 A | has made a settlement with ihe diocese. 

13 Q Bur there's nothing open or outstanding at this paint from 

14 your perspective. 

15 A No. 

16 ^_ 

17 In his interview with this Tribunal, | | was rational, lucid and was able to logically 

18 form his thoughts. TJiere was no evidence when he appe ared p ersonally before this Tribunal, at 

19 ihe Civil Trial of the reus> or in nny other context that | | is a delusional person unable to 

20 discern truth from lies or fact from fiction. 
21 

22 By contest^ /ho Court finds that the reus definitely lies about key details in order to 

23 absolve himself of any blame. He also claims those in authority did not respect his rights. When 

24 questioned by his Defense Lawyer in liis Civil Tnn) concerning whether he kissed | (on the 

25 lips, the reus replied unequivocally: 

27 I don't kiss people on Ihe lips. I never kissed I [on the lips. 

28 [ QvjnVia l, Morning August 22, 2003, page 143]. 
29 

30 1 Iowevcr,( | father directly witness ed ihc contrary as can be seen in the following 

3 1 exchange with the associate judge, the Reverend \ 
32 

33 Q Did you observe any of this hugging or kissing that I 

34 seems to describe? 

35 A No. I would observe Marvin Knighton kissing women on 

36 the lips as a greeting [Penal Trial, Witnr.ss £ TT, page 13]. 
37 

38 The reus shows a pattern of being unequivocal about details when it suits his goal, and 

39 equivocal with deh- : .Is when that suits him. Another example of tins is the refund of the rem — 

40 barely nineteen days after his ordination to ihc priesthood in which he promised obedience to 

41 Archbishop Cousins and his successors — to ;nxepi the parish assignment given to him by 

42 Archbishop Cousins. Ihe reus slates to the Tribunal: "I doirt ever recall where I said, 'No, Vm 
4> not going there. 1 1 think the assignment that J finally got was St. Anne's, and that's where i went 

44 frr -i year, and then 1 went into education after that" [?enal Tnah Witness "A", page 77 J. While 

45 he may not have said ihc exact woids he slates, the words he used in his letter of July 1 3, 1975 to 

46 Archbishop Cousins are ole^r in their implication and in teal: 
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I 

2 To go 10 Si. Ann\\: on a full -lime basis at this paint would be unfair 

3 to the people, to Thv Tegiti and fo myself, my hear! is not there and 

4 would not be there. 'J o go there by force would be done ont of 

5 Blind Obedience and that J don't believe in. [Chan cery File , page 

6 023| 
7 

R His account of;* preliminary meeting on Februajy 2K, 2002 vviUi It. TTovnacek, and Dr. 

9 Barbara Reinke slate the foj lowing in hi : ; formal complaint against Dr. Barbara Reinke to the 

10 Department of Reflation and Licensing of Hie Slate of Wisconsin: 
Jl 

12 Throughout ibis process, Jx Joseph Uoroacclc and Dr. Barbara 

13 Reinke abuser! their specific roles and responsibilities. It was 

14 obvious to me that they both had taken on a prosecutor's role 

1 5 u gainst mi.;" LCle_rgy flic, page 345J. 
16 

17 The mercurial manner of the reus also raises some question. In the aforementioned 

1 8 formal complaint the reus asserts rhnv, after agreeing al >hk meeting to meet with his "accuser \ 

19 lie had second thoughts after consulting with the Diocesan Lawyer and his own attorney- He 

20 only went ahead with the meeting because ln\ Uomacek ami Dr. Rcjnke accused hjm of trying to 

21 "hide something" [Clergy Kile , page 3 4 5 J . It. Hoiiiaeek's log confirms that the revs had second 

22 thoughts but states that he and Dr. Reiukc explained this was only a "fact-finding meeting^ 

23 Later Fr. Knighton phoned to ask that ^^■■■^H he present at (his meeling and there were 

24 no objections to this ( Clergy page 072]. 
25 

26 This 'Tact finding' 1 meeting look place on March 8, 2002. The Vicar of Clergy's log 

27 regarding this meeting states the following: 
2K 

29 March 8, 2002 - Vicar joins Dr. Harbaia Reinke in a fact-fi nding 

30 meelin g between Fr. Marv Knighton alleged perpetrator and fl 

31 [ alleged victim of inappr opriate physical contacts from 

32 approximately '86 to '91 whe n B | was" be tween 13 and 18 

33 years old. MaiVs Advocate: ^^^M^^BM who also tutored 

34 ^BH was pr^scn^^vere ^^Hft therapist Dr. 

35 ste£morher<B m and | B k ' cousin ll^HHB 

36 vm fl- way; focused, forthright 

37 and specific about Ms allegations. Marv has denied all except what 

38 he claims was consensual hugging and kissing 

39 [QkrsiFjle, page 072 1 . 
40 

41 Dr. Rcinkc's log of tins same e>/ent states; 

42 b ^_^_ 

43 Lr. Joe Horaacek, fl |h| I (psyd iulherapist), 

44 B^M^ ^^M (1MBB xtepmotlvi i^H^fl | (cousin of 

45 'fl ft and family friend to ^^fl) and I met as scheduled with Fr. 

46 Marv Knighton lor the purpose of confronting imr. with IWflR 
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1 account of molestation. (Also pjesenl was 

2 ^'/spelling?) who was brought as a support person by Ft'. 

3 Man' hut also kncwBH well tluough tutoring at the end of liipji 

4 school). H presented himself in a compe lling manner. Fr. 
.5 Mnrv continued to deny Iriese events, casting | B a5: someone 

6 who would regularly lie and accuse others falsely. When Fr. Marv 

7 brought up events, | | acknowledged son;e wrongdoing on his 

8 part (geriiug caught drinking with friends, participating in MatVs 

9 sons' us;i^e of offensive words in Korean, though be denied 

10 teaching them Americ an sla ng words). Several persons attempted 

11 to ask Fr. Marv why I I wo uld make these allegations now if 

12 they were not true. ] |had an outburst in which he called 
1 j FY. Marv a liar. The meeting ended when it became clear that 

14 nothing more could be accomplished [ Tribunal File , page 003]. 

15 ^^^^ 

16 | corroborates! ["outburst" fPcnal Trial , Witness U C\ page 16]. 

17 Dr. Rcinkc on March 9, 2002 notes the following; 
18 

19 1% Joe and 1 coo J erred. Neither Fr, Joe noj" 1 doubt Lhe irulh of 

20 | ■ story. Joe docs no! find Fr. Marv amenable to treatment 

21 and I questioned what its value would be. Joe and T discussed as 

22 next steps that he would make Maureen Gallagher awaic of these 

23 allegations as she is Fr. MaiVs tumuii supervisor, and tl wit lie 

24 would discuss appropriate restrictions with the Archbishop. Both 

25 Fr. Joe and 1 believe Fr. Marv should not have any onc-on-one 

26 contact with minors, with the potential that this would make moot 

27 his current interest in obtaining a position as a principal [Tribunal 

28 File, page 003] 
29 

30 The reus gives this account of that meeting in Ins formal complaint — dated July 12, 

3 1 2004 — against Dr. Barbara Reinke for unprofessional conduct to the Department of Regulation 

32 and Licensing of the State of Wisconsin: 
33 

34 I rid ay, March 8, 2002 was (he day I hat J met with my accuser. At 

35 the end of that meeting, Or. Marbara Rcinkc asked my accuser if T 

36 had ever touched him or him me inappropriately. His espouse lo 

37 that question was, l< No, in no way did Marv ever do anything like 

38 thai." l he tragedy following rhal meeting was, that my accuser 

39 must have spoken with someone following that meeting, for when 

40 lie later met with the District Attorney, the information he gave to 

41 him or her {•>• quite different.. Tu substance, : ;e changed his story 

42 about three times. [Clergy File* page 345-346|. 
43 

44 Fr. iCnighloti repents this rather unique interpretation of what happened at that m eeting 

45 when giving his tesiimuny (o llib Tribunal on September 21, 2006: u In relationship to m 

46 | when i had to meet witli hirn, he was specifically asked whether or not I ever touched him 
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1 or made him touch mc inappropriately, and ht? flatly said no'' (Penal Trial, Witness :< A", page 

2 67 1 At tin; lime this statement was made, the Judges did not have available to iliem the above 

3 logs or the above mentioned letter to the Department of Regulation and Licensing of Ac Slate of 

4 Wisconsin. Thus, the truthfulness or falsity of this statement conld not be challenged at tha L 

5 Inne, 
6 

7 It is conceivable that such a slaleiBenl may have been omitted by one but not by four 

8 different participants in (hat same. March 7002 meeting. For not onlythclogs of the Vicar of 

9 Clergy and Dr. Reinke quoted ;jhove, bni ,Jso ihMcsliimjm' of| | and thai of his 

1 stepmother make no mention of ihix admission by | | thai die reus was innocent of any 

1 1 delict against the sixth commandment of the Decalogue, 
12 

13 ^^^^Even if there was soroe kind of conspiracy on (lie pail of the staff of the Archdiocese and 

14 | and his witnesses to conceal this abegee exoneration of the reus — which there is 

15 no shred of evider.ee to support certainly die Defense Lawyer of the reus would have 

16 mentioned such a powerful piece of evidence during the civil trial proceedings of August 21-22.. 

17 2003 to support his client's innocence. However, there is no record of this alleged statement of 
1 8 ■^■■H in Defense Lawyer's cross examination of Dr. Barbara Reinke. who was present at 
1 9 (hat March 8, 2002 meeting | Civil ' trial Afternoon of August 21, 2003, pages 2 1 -31 J. Nor was 
20 this brought up in the cross examination of | |i by Lb is same Defense Lawyer of the raits 
2) [Civil Trial Afternoon of August 21, 2003, pages 32-73]. Mosf of all it w;:s not part of the 

22 extensive examination of the raits by his own Defense Lawyer [Civi l Trial, Morning of August 

23 22, 2003, pages 1 17-145 and Civil Trial Afternoon of August 2\ 2003, pages 3-6L], T he Co urt 

24 can only conclude that this is a lie on the part of the reus to cast doubt on the veracity of I I or 

25 an attempt to support his allegation that the Ave! diocese did not respect his rights. 
26 

27 Another crucial detail is whether the reus was ever alone with a minor that he brought to 

28 J he Archbishop Cousin's Center to play bas':etbalJ or go swimming. T Tar (maim questioned the 

29 jv>ur on September 2 ] , 200.5; 
30 

3 1 Q. So it was always during the day Uiat you brought kids? 

32 A. Yes. 

33 Q. Did you have access to the building nt night? 

34 A. No. And, again, I want to emphasize that there was always 

35 usually another adult with me in a group 

36 (Penal Trial testimony of Witness "A'\ page 41], 
37 

38 However, from personal knowledge and direct observation, one of the associate judges — 

39 who attended St. Francis de Sales Seminary for nine years adjacent to the Archbishop Cousins 

40 Catholic Center, and having used these same facilities in question with regularity during thai 
4 J limn and, following on that, having worked al the Archbishop Cousin Catholic Center for the last 

42 nine years with access to these i -;atne facilities informed the praeses and the other associate 

43 judge that on inure than one occasion he personally witnessed the reus alone with a rninnr, or 

44 minors at these facilities. Consequently, it is a lie that the reus was never atone with "kids:' 1 as 

45 0:o reus alleges above. 
■16 
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A further instance of what the Tribunal can only conclude is another deliberate lie on the 
pari nf the rtms is his Lcsflmoivy thatP H called him r< £ay" at their first meeting [Civil Trhif 
Afternoon August 22, 2003, pages 163 -164; a nd [PenaJ Trial, Witness "A" p^ige 501. When 
questioned about this n{ the Pcna] I rial, | | had Ihis exchange with the praeses: 

Q. () :ay. Do you recall was it either at that point or shortly 
after that you were dismayed by his touching and Excused 
him of being gay? 

A. Never once did I ever accuse him of bciny gay. Yeah, I 
have a lot of feelings and emotions that — This is intense. 
Yon know, Liiid that's something that came up during the 
trial that I heard of for the first time [Penal Trial, Witness 
e< D !> , page 6). 

IfB I actually stated that the reus was v( gfiy'\ as the reus alleges above, why would iho 
revs risk possible future charges of sexual misconduct by allowing | H to stay atone at his 
house with no other person present on some fourteen separate days from June 22, 1987 to May 
18, 1989 [ Civil T rial, Afternoon of August 22, 2003, pages 7-11] during a time in which he had 
not yet adopted his children, who came on July 3, 1989 at 7:2 4 in the evening [ Civil T rial, 
Afternoon August 22, 2003. page 1J] ? However, if | | never said this and made no 
allegations to anyone about inappropriate conduct by the revs before 1993, then the following 
question proposed by the Advocate is answered: 

If Mr, ( | was so uncomfortable with what ho perceived to be 
Father Knighton's sexual misconduct, why did Mr, | B keep 
returning to bather Knighton's home? Tt might be understandable 
that he relumed a couple of more times. But if he were truly 
uncomfoxhible, surely he would have found mi excuse not to return 
so many times as he says j Advocate's Brief). 

Essentially, the logic ofihe reus ' o wn adv ocate once again cuts both ways. Furthermore, 
in regards to the number of v isits made by m W° home of the rew y the Trihunal notes that 
the fust characteristic of the HH^HHHi HH^^^HI noted above is "frantic efforts to 

avoid real or imagined abandonment". \ Bwas emotionally tied to the r&us and did ttoL waul 
die reus t o aban don him as he perceived his 1 

Moreover^ | had not yet had the therapy that enabled him to identify that he had been used 
for the sexual gratification of the reus. 

Given tliat there were no forma) charge s made against him, the Tribunal question* why 
the rem shortly after his encounter with HI father and after his meeting with the 
Archdioeesuu lawyer would write a letter (dated November 1.5, IW) to the Vicar of Clergy, 
informing the Vicar that the reus was going to work in Phoenix, when he had given the 
Archdiocese no previous notification that he was considerh^ moving there [Clergy File, 'if 974, 
page 067]. In responding to the March 2^, 1904 letter of the n>us to move to Phoenix, 
Archbishop Weakland, in his letter of March 28> I9'>4, stated the following: 
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2 I would like to slate in wiihrtg vvirai I said in our conversation. 1 

3 do no\ wain at this point of history lo give permission for anyone 

4 to be on loan to another diocese. If yon wish to make thai change, 

5 llicn you must do so with the intention of incardinahon into 
6" Phoenix [Clergy File, page 249] . 

7 

i he rev$ > however, gives the impression in the following response during his Civil Trial 

9 that the Archbishop did not want him to inordinate in (he Diocese of Phoenix -jnd that was why 

1 he was unable to do so. The reus states the following: 
11 

1 2 I stayed Lu Milwaukee until 1 994. And 1 went to Phoenix to work 

13 in a public school. 1 wanted to work for the Diocese in Phoenix, 

14 hut there were some things that happened (hat I was not able lo 
3.5 work, because the bishop here Lit (he time did not want me to go> 

16 and wanted nie to stay here. And he just said, fine, if yon want to 

17 go there and work just work, but I really don't want you to leave. 
1 Si So 1 took fl semester — 1 mean I took a personal leave 

10 fCivll TriaL Morning August 22, 2003, page 124], 
20 

21 In point of fact, in seeking incardination the reus gave permission — in his letter of June 

22 6, 1994 - - for Ins Clergy Personnel File to be seni to the Bishop of Phoenix [Clergy File, p:<gc 

23 253]. This file held no record of any accusations - of sexual impropriety but ic did clearly 

24 delineate that the reus had his own understanding, of what obedience to his Bishop means. 

25 Following reception of this information, (he Bishop of Phoenix: told the reus he could not accept 

26 him into the incardination process for his diocese [Clerg y File , page 256] . 
27 

28 From 1994 until 2000, the reus went back and forth between assignments in Milwaukee 

29 and positions in various public school systems wirhin "the Diocese of Phoenix. These relocations 

30 seem to have been made in art attempt to change (he mind of Bishop O'Rrien and enter (he 

31 incardination process for the Phoenix Diocese. His last attempt in this regard was to secure a 

32 position in a Diocesan High School in Phoenix, which he was able to do only after the following 

33 recommendation in the June 5, 2000 letter of the Vicar of Clergy in Milwaukee to the vicar for 

34 Clergy in Phoenix; 
35 

36 There has never been cause to withdraw Father Knighton 5 s 

37 faculties nor to c\\rla\} hi.s ministry in the Archdiocese of 

38 Milwaukee. He is not now, and has not been, under any 

39 ecclesiastical penalty, There is nothing in his background thai 

40 would require us to luni- any ministry with children. To the hesi of 

41 our knowledge, he does not suffer from any untreated substance 

42 abuse problem [ Clergy File, pag- 299]. 
43 

44 While (his recommendation is itself questionable in many ways, it is html to reconcile 

45 this letter with the allegation of the reus (hat this particular Vicar of Clergy v/;.is a racist, in fact, 

46 wheal H/ was asked about this specific allegation, he replied: 'I've known) in. !■ 



1^0 33 of^tQ 



37 



ADOM05J239 



1 ^^^H I as long as I had been in Milwaukee, Pve never know him to be racist or accused of 

2 any racist practices" L^^iXlkl 1 * Witness page 2J. 
1 

4 following ihe reception of the above letter from the Vicar of Clergy, Bishop 4 BrieJU — 

5 in a letter dated August 21. 2000 gnmfed faculties to the r<?w.Y and staled; 4 1 wish you well m 

6 vout important ministry to our youth as the Campus Minister at Si. Mary's High School" [C^ry^ 

7 Fjle, page 301]. Apparently, the reus decided ihat Bishop O'Brien still would not change his 

8 mind about the process of incardination, so (he raits returned to Milwaukee, once again seeking 

9 another assignment. At (hat (irne the Archbishop appointed the revs as 'Vi consultant in ihe 
10 Office for Child, School and Youth Ministry" effective September 1 ; 200] f Clergy Fi le p. 316]. 
U This position was only funded for a year, so the reus would again be sticking another educational 

12 assignment on February 20, 2002 I Cl ergy FiJo , page 073 j. On February 25, 2002 brings 

13 his accusations to the Archdiocese of Milwaukee in an mtcivicw with Dr. Barbara Rcinlcc, the 

14 head of Project Benjamin | Tribu nal File, pages 001-002]. 
15 

16 Given al l of th e above, the Tribunal judges that the reus had a sexual encounter with the 

17 sixteen year oldl I just prior to Hie arrival of his adopted children, some time during May 1 5- 

18 18, 1989 when| Hstayed with the reus. This fits all the facts in ibis case. The: baseme nt was 

19 remodeled [ Civil Trial , Morning August 22, 2003, p. Ill | and had die sofa bed that HH 

20 consistently infers to in all his accounts. The reus admitted that he had such a sofa bed in 1989 

21 [ Civil Trial . Afternoon August 22, 2003, p. I6f This is also the last time the reus admits that 

22 ■■ stayed overnight at his house before his two adopted sons came to live with him and 

23 occupy the first floor .sleeping arrangements f 'Civi l Trial , Afternoon August 22, 200.3, 1 1 j. 
24 

25 The praeses knows from personal experience (hat atraumatic event cnu cause the mind to 

26 focus on a particular detail to (he exclusion of other details, even ones that would help others to 

27 see the truth of the event. As context, what happened is that the praeses was involved in a car 
22 accident caused by someone becoming impatient and moving into the intersection before IJiey 

29 had a green light. Even to this day, the praeses vividly recalls seeing the car in the middle of ihe 

30 intersection waiting to turn left because haftic wa.s coming from the opposite direction in which 

31 the praeses was proceeding and only registering the fact that the light was green and that car 

32 should not have been in the intersection. In explaining to the Police Officer what happened the 

33 detail that the praeses focused on was the green light, excluding the important detail that traffic 

34 was coming from the opposite direction and thai traffic prevented lhe car situated in the 

35 intersection from turning or the praeses from swerving into the opposite hoc to avoid hilling that 

36 same car. 
37 

38 In the same way, the Tribunal judges that since ihe mosr hvjumatic event thai happened to 

Y) | — once he had the awareness of puberty while slaying overnight with the reus took 

40 place on ihe sofa bed in lhe basement The Tribunal can only surmise thai ihu imminent arrival 

41 of his adopted children made the reus aware (hat this would be ihe last time he had! | alono 

42 with him in the house, (lie la^t time he could go beyond grooming behavior with uo oikee 

43 witnesses present. Since th is was c \ much longer relationship with more of hiiusel f invested ihat 

44 Inhis brief encounter with I | ? the reus was ambivalent about en ding h is relationship with 

45 B so nc did nol bring himself lo climax since, uii;ikc||^H | j indicate a 

46 willingness (o be an object of self-gratification for the reus. 
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Even though the reus did not ejaculate on ; |, this "huiuping"\ or frottagc, became liie 
deljning detail - the archetypal event divorced from a specific dale ICiyiJ Jlial, Afternoon 
August 21, 2003, pages 51-53J — thai | | mind focused on as J\i s basic frame of reference 
to identify pjnrt event" of a sexual ualuve wilh the nw.f. Concerning the shower and the pool. I his 
Ti ibtuial views these as grooming behaviors, whose content may have been heightened by being 
filtered thr ough the episode in the basement. Adminicular proof of (his is (hat if is only after this 

I and other behaviors often seen in 



event that | H shows signs o!~^^^^^^^^^^^^^^H 

victims of sexual abuse [Penal Trial , Witness "B", pages 8-12 Sc 20; Witness "C", pages 6-7 & 
especially those w ith ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^M 



291 



who often use 



Nevertheless., Die Tribunal again stresses Che fact that the full signifi cance of this 
encounter, however traumatic it may have been, only became apparent toB I in 2002 in his 
counseling with J | [Penal Trial , Witness "D s \ pages 36-37]. Prior lo I hat time he was 

unable to articulate, even to his family, wh at exactly happened with the reus fCmLTriaL 
Morning of August 21, 20 03, pages 120-123]. | 

p civii Tr ial. Afternoon of August 22, 2003 % page 44]. I 




43-44]. 



) Civil Trial. Afternoon of August 22, 2003, pages 



^Tyvas following this |_ 
th at. B I first indfca led to his lather (Imt llu; rem^iiu^iclKid improperly toward trim. 



with prompting from his IUUiil' stepmother - 

This in 

lum triggered the hostile encounter attested to by | | father and stepmother [Pemil Trial, 
Witness "B'\ pages 39-30 & Witness "C" 3 pages 29-30] and by the reus himself [Civil Trial 
Afternoon August 22, 2003, pages 53-54; and Pena l Tria l, Witness "A", page 78]. This hostility 
warned the reus that^^Hwas beginning to recall improper conduct on the pail of the reus. 
Not knowing if MM or his family had already contacted the Archdiocese with accusations 
against him, the reus immediately took steps to counter these accusations by contacting his 
classmate, Uic current Bishop Perry, asking advice on what to do. then contacting the Vicar of 
Clergy and the Archdiocesan Civil Attorney rCivil Tria l, Afternoon August 22, 2003, pages 55- 
S8; Penal Trial, Witness f£ A", pages 78-82], All of these actions nrc used by Che reus with liie 
help of his Defense Lawyer to convey to the jury in his civil trial that the nuts was an innocent 
person seeking to defend his reputation but that the Archdiocese did not defend or support him 
when this issue first surfaced in 1993; 

T couldn't got the Archdiocese to tell inc what was going on. 1 
menn, 1 couldn't get the support from the Archdiocese to deal with 
this issue ar.d to be proactive. And so I was - - 1 was Jeff with - - 
with nothing. And now I'm dealing wiih a mcs.s 1 Civil Trial 
Afternoon August 22, 2003, p^ige 5Ji[. 

In point of r :act, lowever, the practice of ihe Aiehdioceso at fhat lime was not to act on 
any rumors or anonymous accusations but to intervene only when a definite accusation uas 
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presented to the Archdioce.se by ;i definite person. This tiki not happen in person until February 
25. 2002. 

The evidence demonstrates thai | | had not yet reached tin; singe whore he was 
cmolinnally ready (o present such an acousatioa Of his own accord. AL five urging of his 
stepmother, | (did consult a civil a iiiu io y. Nick Kosiich in 1993. How ever, th e Defense 
Attorney's detailed examination of why | | did l his sh ows ihal by that lime | (wns able to 
Icll Kostich oidy the same vague information lhat§ | bad previ ously toid his stepmother and 
father ICiyij. Trial, A fternoon Angus! 21, 2003, pages 5K-66J, | 

| had fifteen sessions- with a psychotherapist" Yet despite diis therapeutic 
environment, | | was still not yet ready lo discuss the actions of the reus [ Civil Trial . Morning 
of August 21 , 2003, pages 127-129, Ci vil Tr ial, Afternoon August 22, 2003, page I05-108J, Jn 
fact in an interview — appearing in the Milwauk ee Jou rnal Senti nel on June 19, 2002, prior to 
the Civil Trial of the rem- — Marie llohde, a staff member of that local newspaper, records in the 
course of her interview with | | the following incident thai took place at the March 8 S 2002 
meeting: 

At the meeting, Knighton denied any misconduct, fl I said. A 
wom an who was a teacher at the school came with Knighton and 
oskedB | why he hadn't conic to her if he had been abused. 

"I told her that she didn't know how many limes 1 sat outside her 
house, but 1 couldn't (ell anyone about it,' 1 | ft said [Tribunal 
.File, page 238]. 

Despite the attempts of the Defense Lawyer for Ihe mux to present | |as telling 
different versions of his accusations [CMlTrial, Afternoon August 2.2, 2003, pages 152 154]; 
Tiffin rightly presents lo the jury thal~| | accusations only changed by becoming more 
detailed as he came to greater awareness through therapy of (he true meaning of what actually 
was done to him by the revs and was enabled In speak more openly about it to others: 

I didn't tell inconsistent stories. An inconsistent story 
is somebody saying, X, Y and / happened to mc, and my brother 
was there arid ihe brother getting on the witneas stand and sa ying, 1 
wasn't there, it didn't happen. That's an inurnsist-'ui strny. | 

| has been very consistent. 1 le : s been w.vy consistent in what 
happened to him. He's been very consistent when he told 
Detective lloppe. He's heen very consistent, he didn't (ell a lie lo 
his stepmother and his father. 

He wasn't ready. He said, 1 didn't tell the counselors. He didn't. 
He wasn't ready. Unjust told yon ihe truth. Ilr'.s hid nothing. 
And the Slate docs bear ihe b urden of proo f. And it comes down 
to whether or not you belie vol I and watching him and 

what he has lold you. he told (he 'ruth in going through this. He 
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1 had no mo live to lie. He had no motive (o come forward in 200?. 

2 to go to the Catholic Church and say this. 1 Lc way telling Ihe [ruth. 

3 j Civ!) Trial, Afternoon August 22, 2003, pages 1 63-1 64 

5 This Tribunal judges tliat( |is telling the truth concerning his sexual abuse by the 

6 The law section above makes clear that an offense against the Sixt h Cornm and;nenf uf [he 

7 Decalogue is not confined to genital contact leading 10 orgasm. What | (describes in ihe 

8 Civil Trial of the reus as "hi imping" [Civil Tiki, Morning August 21 , 2003, page 52 1 and before 

9 this Tribunal as -grinding 31 (Penal Tria l Witness il D ; \ pages 1243] ;tre acts of frotmge which lii 

10 the descriptions given jn the law section above for Li delict against the Sixth Commandment of 

1 1 the Decalogue 
12 

13 This Tribunal judges thai the rem- was so psychologically and sexually driven that he 

14 believed that he was somehow invincible in regard to any possible accusation of wrong doing. 

15 Not only did he feel invincible, bu! be Irufy rationalized his behavior as sonnet hiug that was 
J 6 normal or acceptable, lie definitely did nor, and does not take into consideration the 

17 consequences of his decisions. If he feels (hat sonic sort of physical contact is called for in a 

18 situation, he will do it no matter how inappropriate it may be. The evidence shows that there is a 

19 long standing continuous thread of this type of behavior throughout his interactions wilh ntic 

20 minors. The Tribunal judges that the evidence is sufficient (o lead to an afiirmalix'e finding as 

21 regards this second allegation. 
22 

23 Regarding the third allegation, both the Promoter and the Advocate in this ca.se make 

24 appropriate note of the fact that | |has not provided a ibrmal, sworn statement either 

25 through written rogatory or verbal tes timony within the context of these canonical proceedings. 

26 In fact> it is the case that I (himself never lodge a forma! eonrolaini of sexual abuse 

27 against the reus wilh the Archdio cese of Mil waukee. The comt docs have information indicating 

28 that there was discussion betwccnM HHand two investigative persons I) a detective working 

29 for the district attorney of Milwaukee County, Wisconsin and 2) an investigator retained by the 

30 Archdiocese of Milwaukee to consider a preliminary investigation info information that bad been 

31 brought before archdioccsan and/or civil authorities by an attorney who is related to another 

32 accuser in this case through the accuser's stepmoflxo:. While the information gathered by these 

33 two detectives is compell ing and worthy of note, the fact that there is no primary accuser befoic 

34 this Tribunal, nor within the instruction of this case, deprives the judges of the ability to attain 

35 any sense of proper moral certiLudc regarding (his- allegation. Therefore, the decision will have 

36 to be designated as negative. 
37 

38 Thus, having reached moral certitude on the first two allegations and in accord with the 

39 uoim of lav/, canonical doctrine and (he constant jurisprudence of the Roman dieasleries, 
AO considering the facts, the circumstance?;, the Lesunioiiics and the arguments ar a whole, this 

41 Tribunal of Judges responds affirmatively : the first two questions. Impniability is presumed 

42 when there is an externa! violation of the Saw. 
43 

44 Norm 8 of the 2006 (JSCCB Essential Norms requires that f there is moral cerieude 

45 :ibout the delict having been committed, (hen 'permanent removal ham ecclesiastical ministry, 



41 



ADOM051243 



1 not excluding dismissal fro in the clerical state' is indicated. hs accord with die norm of law, the 

2 penally of permanent removal from ocolcsu^Ucal ministry is imposed. 
3 

4 
5 

6 Dispositive 

7 

8 ARCH1MOCF.se OF IV! 11 LWA11KE E 
9 

10 In view of 1hc foregoing, and with clue consi delation to the law and its application to the 

11 particular circumstances, We. Ihc undersiened Judges of the Metropolitan Tribunal of the 

12 Archdiocese of Milwaukee, Wisconsin, acting as the judges in this case, do before Ood^ hereby 

13 decree, declare and pronounce the following definitive sentence; 
14 

15 

16 To the question "ft the Reverend Marvin T. KNIGHl ON guilty <>f 

17 offe nding against th e sixth commandment of the Decalogue with 

18 Mr. '| ft who had not completed "ils sixteenth year of 

1 9 age at the lime of this offense?". 

20 we respond IN THEAFFIRMA TiVE. 

21 

22 

23 To the question "Is (he Reverend .Marvin T. KNIGHTON guilty of 

24 offending against the sixib commandment of the Decalogue with 

2 " Mr. I^^I^^^Bwho had not completed his sixteenth year of 

26 age at the time o r this offense?", 

27 w rwmd JN THE AbTOtMATim 
28 

29 

30 To the question u ls the Reverend Marvin T. KNIGHTON guilty of 

31 offe nd in a against I b e sixth com m and men I of the Decalogue with 

32 Mr. I^^^H^H, who had not completed Jus sixteenth year of 

3 3 age at the rime o f this offense? ' \ 

34 we rssptmd IN THE NEGATIVE. 
35 

36 

37 Further attentive to Norm « of 2006 USCCB liSSENTJAL NORMS, we impose on the 

38 Rev. Marvin T. E. KLnighton the perpetual penalty of persrtatten* removal frmn al! 

39 Ecclesiastical Misi 13**7 with the adsmmiticni Chaff h.-i es ia, Izzd a life of prayer and pff-oiance. 
40 

4 1 In accord vviih the particular law currently in force 3 this includes: 
42 

43 * not celebrating Mass publicly > 

44 & not administering the sacraments (with due regard for canon 976), 
43 £» not wearing clerical garb and 

46 ^ not presenting himself publicly as a priest. 
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2 Given the nature of thu delicts and the partem of behavior, the Court further imposes on 

3 the Rev. Marvin. T. E. Knighton the restriction thm, with the exception of persons with whom he 

4 has a legal relationship by virtue of full and Jegrd adnplion, he never be ;rlnnc with anyone who is 

5 below the age of 1 3, JL i.s for his Ordinary, the Archbishop of Milwaukee, lo del ermine j| furl her 

6 specifications are indicated which may be necessary fu implement ibis penally and to oversee Die 

7 cooperation of Fr. Knighton with it, 
8 

9 Furl her s it is hereby di reeled thai the sentence is to be published according to the norms 

10 of law (c. 1615); 
1 J 

1 2 In accord with Canon 1628, tlie Rev. Marvin T. Knighton and the Promoter of Justice are 

13 lo be instructed that they have a right Lo appeal Lo the Congregation for the Doctrine of live Faith 

14 against both the Definitive Sentence and Ihe penalty; 
15 

16 i) in accord with Canon 1630, any appeal must he introduced within 

1 7 fifteen { ) 5) days of the publication of f his Definitive Sentence, and 

18 that any appeal is to be communicated to the Judicial Vicar of the 

19 Archdiocese of Milwaukee who will transmit it to the 

20 Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith; in accord with Canon 

21 1633 and SST article 23, any appeal must be pursued within one 

22 mouth (30 clays) from the date of the i ntroduction of the appeal; for 

23 the Rev. Marvin 1\ Knighton, his Advocate may pursue the appeal 

24 in his name; 
25 

26 ii) this decision and the complete acta are to be transmitted to the 

27 Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. 



28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

36 BE IT KNOWN TO ALL 

37 

38 that ifote case is explicitly sabj&et to the Pontifical Secret (ar-L 25, Graviora Dclicta, Normae 

39 Procesr>tiales)\ Ibis applies to ail in formalin., processes amd decisions associated with (bis 

40 mm {Secveta confmere, February 4> 197* [AAS 66 1974, pages 89-92]). 



J\igo39oJM0 
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Signed, discreed, witnessed, notari/cd and published on thc27 ,h day of July, 2007, at the 
Archdiocese of Milwaukee, U.S. A, 



—r 



Very Revf 



Praeses and Ponens 





Associate Judge 



Ecclesiastical Notary 
July 27, 2007 



Seal 
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Cnngregai'ion for fhc Doctrine of the Faith 



DEFINITIVE SENTENCE 
IN THE CASE OF 
THE REVEREND MARVIN T, KNIGHTON 



CDF 




On this 13 th day of January 201, U in the sixth year of the Pontificate of His 
Holiness Benedict XVI, in the second year of the archepi scop ate of Most 
Reverend Dennis M. Schnurr, in the Archdiocese of Cincinnati, in the city of 
Cincinnati, this Appeal Court of Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith issues a 
definitive sentence in the appeal made by the Reverend Marvin T. Knighton of the 
Archdiocese of Milwaukee against the sentence issued in First Instance by a three 
jndge tribunal of that archdiocese on 27 July 2007 that found him not guilty of the 
allegation of the sexual abuse of a minor by a cleric against Mr.| 
and found him g uilty of the allega tion of flic sexual abuse by a cleric against Mr. 
and 



This case is explicitly subject to the Pontifical Secret (ail 25. Gravior Delicto* 
Normae Processualis); this appjies to all information, processes and decisions 
associated with this case (Secreia continere, February 4, 1974 [.AAS, 66 1974, 

pages 89-921). 



.Is 

V ' - - 
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RE: Rev. Miirlin T. Knighton 
CDI^'Num. Prot.| 

L SPECIES FACTI 

The Rev. Mai" v in T. Knighton was ordained to the Roman. Catholic priesthood for 
the A rchdiocese of MiTwaukv^ Wisconsin on May 24, .1975. On February 25, 
2002J1 IH^m^^^^^^Hm accused Father Knighton [hereinafter: 
reus] of sexually abusing him on a number of separate occasions. This information 
is found in the Sexual A b use Intake Report taken by Dr. Barbara Reinlce, PhD. 
[Tribunal File, pages 001 & 002] 

A second allegation was introduced by Attorney Nick Kostich alleging that the 
reus sexually abused Mr.^^^^^^^HVH on or about Juoe 

25,2002 . A third accusation was made by Mr. HH^^I^H [hereinafter: 

0HH| on or about January J 7,2003. These allegations were brought to the 
attention of the then- Archbishop of Milwaukee, the Most Reverend Rembert G. 
Weakland.OSB. 



Following the prescribed prehminary investigation, the Diocesan Review Board 
and the Archbishop found that none of the allegations involving these victims 
were either frivolous or false. It was determined that the allegations carried the 
semblance of truth and were credible, and, in accord with the norm of law, they 
were then referred to the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith (hereinafter: 
CDF) for direction as to the process to be used. The CDF directed that a penal 
judicial trial be conducted in the Tribunal of the Archdiocese of Milwaukee and 
granted a derogation from prescription. 

Exercising his office as Promoter of Justice for the Archdiocese of Milwaukee, on 
February 4,2005, the Reverend Philip Reifenberg, ICL 3 presented to the 
Judicial Vicar of the Archdiocese of Milwaukee, the Very Reverend Paul B. R. 
Hartmann JCL, a libel! us charging the Reverend Marvin T. Knighton, a priest 
incardinated in the Archdiocese of Milwaukee, with offenses against the sixth 
commandment of the Decalogue involving the sexual abuse of three minors, All of 
the incidents are alleged to have occurred within the Archdiocese of Milwaukee. 
In response to the Iibellus, a collegiate tribunal was constituted on March 21, 2005 
by the Most Reverend Timothy Dolan, DD, Archbishop of Milwaukee, consisting 

the ^^P^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^H as 
prases, with (| ■ of the Archdiocese of 
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RE: Rev. Martin T. Kjiighttm 
CDFNum, Plot. | 

, and 

\ > as associate Judges. The Promoter of Justice was the Reverend Philip 
Reifenberg, JCL; (hereinafter: Promoter 1")- The duly-mandated Advocate of the 
reus is Mr. J. Michael Ritty. JCL, PhD, (hereinafter: "Advocate"). A penal trial 
against Father Knighton was then begun. 

It should be not ed that at the start of the case, the Advocate raised objections to 
the role that the I ^^^^^^^^1 

^^^^^H would play in the case because of his connection to the Atchdiocesan 
officials and structures who were being presumed as those leveling the charges 
against the reus. During the discussion of the three judge panel it was noted - 
within the norms of Canon Law and the historic manner in which trials are to be 
handled - a penal trial would normally be staffed by members of the local clergy as 
judges within the local tribunal. Thus, the use of two outside judges out of the 
three on tile collegiate tribunal is itself exceptional in the eyes of the law- This 
exception is a contemporary accommodation that is used to react to the unique 
circumstances of this time in history. Given that there are two out of the three 
judges who do not have any objections raised against them by the Advocate, nor 
has the Promoter objected to the empanelled Tribunal, it was felt that equity and 
fairness could be protected and maintained. Thus, the objections of the Advocate 
to the role of this associate judge were set aside. 

hi accord with Canon 1513, §1, the conies tatio litis in first instance was conducted 
on July 1,2005, and the doubt was formulated in the following fashion: 



1) 

2) 
3) 



Is the Reverend Marvin T. KNIGHTON guilty of offending against 
the sixth commandment of the Decalogue with Mr ^^^^^^^^H 

who had not completed his sixteenth year of age until the time of 
offense? 

Is the Reverend Marvin T. KNIGHTON guilty of offending against the 
sixth commandment of the Decalogue with I | Iwho had 

not completed his sixteenth year of age at the time of the offense? 
Is the Reverend Marvin T. KNIGHTON guil ty of offending again st the 
sixth commandment of the Decalogue vvithB ft|vho 
had not completed his sixteenth year of age at the time of the offense? 
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Also, by the same decree the prases in first instance incorporated into die acta die 
.Clerg y Personnel File [hereinafter: Clergy File ] and the Chancery File [hereinafter 
Chancery Filel of the reus, and the transcript of the Civil 1 rial of the State of 
Wisconsin versus the Reveren d Marvin T. Knighton [hereinafter: Civil Trial ! . 
According to the norm of Canon 15 J 6, by ihc same decree the prases directed that the 
reus, as well as those nominated as witness by tire Advocate and the Promoter, be 
cited for their testimony. 

On 27 July 2007 the First Instance Court responded in the NEGAT IVE to the 
question posed as to the guilt" of the reus relative to Mr. ^^^^^^^H and in the 

AFFIRMATIVE to the questions posed as to the guilt of the reus relative to Mr. 

and to Mr. r ^^^^^^^^H As a penalty, it. imposed "the perpetual 
penalty of permanent removal from alfl EcdesiasticaB Ministry with the 
admonition that he fe to lead a .life of prayer ?md pemancc" and furthermore 
restricted him from being ''alone with anyone who is below the age of 18" with the 
exception of those "with whom he has a legal relationship by virtue of full and legal 
adoption." 

On 4 September 2007 the "Advocate" appealed the decision to the Congregation for 
the Doctrine of the Faith. On 31 January 2009 Archbishop Luis F LaDaria, SJ> 
Secretary of the CDF, asked Archbishop Daniel E. Pilarczyk to host the second 
m&tancc trial. On 24 Jury 200 9, after having received the required dispe nsations, 
Archbishop Pilarczyk appointed! ^^l^H presider; 

Reverends -^^^^^■■I^H^B, and I I as die associate 

judges; Sister Victoria Vondenberger, RSM, JCL, Promoter of Justice; and Reverend 
Joseph R. Binzer> JCL, Notary. Tliose appointments were confirmed by the former 
CoAdjutor Archbishop Dermis M. Schnnrr on 21 December 2009 when he became 
Archbishop of Cincinnati. 

On 20 January 2010, after making sure that the First Instance File was complete, Sr. 
Victoria Vondenberger gave the Libcllus in Second Instance to the Judges. The 
Iibellus mentioned specifically not only the appeal sent by the Advocate to the CDF, 
but also the appeals of Archbishop Timothy Dolan, the former Ordinary of 
Milwaukee, and of the Arch diocesan Admins Iralor seeking stricter penalties. 
Archbishop Jerome H. JJLsecki became the Archbishop of Milwaukee on 4 January 
20 JO. 
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On 28 January 2010 acting on bdialf of the Court, Reverend Christopher R> 
Armstrong, the P.resider, issued a decree accepting the libelius and citing Reverend 
Martin T. Knighton and his Advocate fox the purpose of the contestatio litis in 
Second Instance. 



As a result, Mr. Michael Ritty, the Advocate, sent a cover letter dated 3 March 2010 
raising an incidental question and including both his original appeal and a number 
of other materials. 



The primary contention of the Advocate is that "Father Marvin Knighton did not 
commit any act of sexual abuse of a minor. The defense has presented and will 
continue to present those matters which disprove the allegations where possible, 
which undermine the crcdibihly of the accusers, and which eliminate or preclude 
criminal action in canon law." Mr. Ritty in his appeal brief goes on for 31 more 
pages to outline bis arguments in eight sections. In short, 1) the outcome of the Mai 
was pre-determmed; and 2) only a few persons including the accused are truly 
credible. Procedurally, ]) Fattier Knighton's "human dignity and his rights"' were 
disrespected because the judges took four months to issue the decision due to the 
disability of the ponens. 2) The judges limited the number of pages for the 
Advocate's brief, and then chided bim for responding to certa in points briefly. 3) A 
memo dated 4 November 2004 from I ft acting as the judicial 

vicar, to Archbishop Timothy Oolan suggested ways that the Ordinary could get 
around the recommendation by the promoter of justice that the case against the 
Accused was weak. This memo was in (he original acts viewed by the Advocate, but 
is missing from the current acts. It is a principal reason for asking that Father 
| be replaced as a judge in first instance. The fact that the memo is missing 
leads one to question die integrity of the acts and the decision to keep the prejudicial 
judge. The judges ignored the other ''reasonable and substantive" explanations for 
the allegations, and thus could not have arrived at the moral certainty demanded by 
Pius XII. One key area for an alternative explanation is that are a number of reasons 
for fallible memories. The Advocate lists a number of reasons why false memories 
can be created or what did happen can be morphed into something else. However, the 
Advocate argues that I he Court itself was prejudiced against the reus because they 
ignored the morally certain finding of the civil court that he was not guilty. The 
Advocate argues that the Court considered the reus "disobedient and willful" contrary 
to what ^^^^1^^ had testified. Fr. Knighton, for instance, did request permission 



55 

ADOM051257 



Rev. Maiim T, Knight' 
CDF Num- Prol. 



6 



prior to adopting his children. He did stand up to authority. Even if his 
"willfulnesses granted, however, no actual abase has been proven. 

The allegation of I I] should be discounted for several reasons. Marv 

Knighton had not yet been ordained a deacon. The timeline in question is not clear. 
The place where the incident in question toolc place is not clear. The other person 
cited as a victim of abuse l| | and has denied the claim. 

What Marv Knighton was wearing or not wearing is not clear. The only consistent 
point is the action of the reus placing the accuser behind him and guiding his hand 
to masturbate the reus. Then there is question of the admission of the "mistake". The 
paper trail is not good as to what that word "mistake" meant. 

The allegation of | | should be discounted as a misunderstanding of a 

troubled youth of an incident of horseplay. The civil trial found the accused not 
guilty and raises a serious issue of his incredibility. Instead, the Court focused on the 
credibility of the accused and wrongly concluded that he was a liar. 

The allegation ofB I was rightly rejected by the First Instance Court. 

However, his presence raises the issue of collusion of the accusers due to SNAP 
bringing them together. 

In. short, according to Advocate Ritty 5 there cannot be moral certainty about the guilt 
of the accused. 

For these reasons, in order to take a fresh look at the proofs, this Second Instance 
Court at the session for the contestatio joined the issues as: 

"Is the accused, the Reverend Marvin T, Knighton, guilty of an offense 
against one or more minor children as stated in Canon 1 395.2 and defined 
by The Essential Norms for the Diocesaii/Eparchia] Policies Dealing with 
Allegations of Sexual Abuse of minors by Priests or Deacons (as approved 
by the Congregation of Bishops on December 8, 2002) and the norms 
established in Sacramentorum Saiictitatis tutela (promulgated on November 
5, 200 L) with the derogations promulgated subsequently and as staled in 
Canons 2358 and 2359 of the 1917 Code of Canon law?" 
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"If the allegations are proven* what penalty should be imposed?" 

Mr. Michael Ritty objected that the formulation of the doubt to be resolved was 
too vague. As a result, it was revised on 16 May 2010: 

Having considered the Libellus of the Promoter of Justice in Second 
Instance, Sister Victoria Vondenberger, RSM, JCL> and the 4 September 
20007 appeal of the accused Reverend Marvin T. Knighton via his 
Advocate, J. Michael Ritty, JCL, PhD, and the 27 August 2007 covering 
letter of the then Archbishop of Milwaukee, the Most Reverend Timothy M- 
Dolan, submiuing the Acta of the First Instance Trial to the Congregation 
for the Doctrine of the Faith and the 12 July 2009 votum of the then 
Apostolic Administrator- of the Archdiocese of Milwaukee, Most Reverend 
William P. Callahan, OFM Conv„ upon being informed of the appointment 
of this Court and the request of the Advocate that the decree of 22 April 
2010 he amended becaiuse too vague: I, the undersigned Presiding Judge 
in this Second Instance Court, hereby decree the terms of this present case 
are as follows: 

Are die affirmative decisions of the First Instance Court that the accused, 
the Reverend Marvin T. Knighton* wa^mlt^fan offense against the 
minors Mr. HBHBHHBHand Mr. m I as specified in current 

Canon 1395 §2, formerly in the 1917 Pio Benedictine Code Canons 2358 
and 2359, and defined in the The Essential Norms for the 
Diocesan/Eparchial Policies Dealing with Allegations of Sexual Abuse of 
Minors by Priests or Deacons in the United States as approved by the 
Congregation of Bishops on 8 December 2002 and the norms established in 
Sacramentorum. Sanctitatis Tuiela as promulgated on 5 November 2001 
with the subsequently promulgated derogations and the negative decision 
in the offense alleged against the minor Mr. I^^M^^BB as defined above 
to be upheld or revised? 

Is the penalty appSkd of permanent removal from All Ecclesiastical 
Ministry with the admonition that he is to lead a life of prayer and penance 
to be upheld or revised? 
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Furlhermorc, this Second Instance Court, incorporated into the acta all the 
materials submitted in First Instance as well as those referenced by the Advocate 
and submitted by hi in. 

II IN W RE. 

This Court adopts as its own the Law Section of the First Instance Court with 
.several additions with, the possibility of the penalty being revised should the guilty 
findings be upheld. 

Mindful that this matter was similarly legislated by the 1917 Code of Canon Law 
in Canons 2358 and 2359, §2, the Court begins with the legislation concerning this 
delict from the 1 983 Code of Cannn Law for" the Latin Church: 

Can. 1395. § 1 . A cleric who lives in concubinage, other than the case 
mentioned in can. 1.394, and a cleric who persists with scandal in another 
external sin against the sixth commandment of the Decalogue is to be 
punished by a suspension. If he persists in the delict after a warning, other 
penalties can gradually be added, including dismissal from the clerical state. 

§2. A cleric who in another way has committed an offense against the sixth 
commandment of the Decalogue, if the delict was committed by force or 
threats or publicly or with a minor below the age of sixteen years, is to be 
punished with just penalties, not excluding dismissal from the clerical state 
if the case so warrants. 

The graye nature of this delict and of allegations of this delict is further indicated 
by the derogations granted by the Holy Father on April 25, 1 994, In a rescript 
responding to a petition made by the United States Conference of Catholic 
Bishops [hereinafter USCCB], the Supreme Legislator conformed the norm of 
Cajion 1395, §2 to the norm, of Canon 97, §1 so that for an initial period of five 
years, this delict would involve offenses against the Sixth commandment of the 
Decalogue with anyone below the age of eighteen years. In the same rescript he 
modified prescription so that a criminal action would not be extinguished until a 
longer period of time had passed. This particular legislation was made more 
explicit and extended to the universal Church by Sacrameniorum Sanctitatis 
Tutela (Graviora Delict a) of April 30, 200J . 
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§ 1 . Reservation to the Congregation for the Doctrine of ihe Faith is also 
extended to a delict against the Sixth Commandment of the Decalogue 
committed by a cleric with a minor below the age of eighteen years. 

§2. One who has peipetrated the delict mention in § I is to be punished 
according to the gravity of the offense, not excluding dismissal or 
deposition. 

With regard to this delict, in response to a petition made by the USCCB, oo 
December 8, 2002 the Apostolic Sec gave the recognitio for the Nonns that 
upon promulgation became particular law for two years for the Church in 
the United States of America. Upon expiration of the time period, the 
Apostolic Sec gave the recognitio to the revised Norms; these were 
promulgated on May 5> 2006 and became particular law for 'the dioceses, 
eparchies, clerical religious institutes and societies of the apostolic life of 
the United States with respect to all priests and deacons in the ecclesiastical 
ministry of the Church in the United States ... [note # l]VIn this matter, the 
particular law for the Church in the United States legislates: For puiposes of 
these Norms, sexual abuse shall include any offense by a cleric against the 
Sixth Commandment of the Decalogue with a minor as understood in CYC, 
canon 1395, §2 and CCEO 1453, §1 (Sacramentorum Sanctitatis Tutela, 
article 4, §1) [Preamble, final paragraph!, 

When even a single act of sexual abuse of a minor by a priest or deacon is 
admitted or is established after an appropriate process in accordance with 
canon law, the offending priest or deacon will be removed permanently 
from ecclesiastical ministry, not excluding dismissal from the clerical state 
... |Norin 8] 

.If the case would otherwise be baaed by prescription, because sexual abuse 
of a minor is a grave offense, the bjshop/eparch may apply to the 
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith for a derogation from the 
prescription, while indicating relevant grave reasons [Norm 8 A] 

Mindful of the norm of law with regard to the passage of time as it applies 
to this delict (Canon 1362), in view of the recognitio given to the above- 
cifed legislation, it is noted that a derogation from prescription may be 
given. 
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[n understanding what constitutes a juridic offence against the Sixth 
Commandment of die Decalogue, the opinions of Mora] theologians are to be 
considered. The focus of these manualists is sacramental confession, but they 
provide analyses of what constitutes the act, the gravity of the act and the 
significance of intentionally. This enables a clearer understanding oT the Tiatuve 
and scope of the delict. This is necessary because allegations of this delict often 
involve more, or actions other, than just a completed act of sexual intercourse, 
cither heterosexual or homosexual. There are a variety of possible physical 
contacts as well as a complex psychological dynamic which the delict can entail. 
As the law simply states the name of the delict, and there is little available 
dicastcrial jurisprudence, these analyses assist the judges in assessing whether or 
not a delict has been committed v and if so the magnitude of the act. 

With regard to determining the possible sexual content and moral gravily of an act 
which involves solely touching or other physical contact, the Reverend Henry 
Davis SI, comments: 

Si vero protrahantur sine causa et concomitanle delectaiione vererea sunt 
gravid peccata (Moral and Pastoral Theology [London & New York: Sheed 
and Ward, 1959], vol. II, page 248). 

If the act has been protracted and lacjes a justification while providing sexual 
gratification, then it is gravely sinful, and concomitantly a crime. In describing the 
nature of imperfect, that is non-consummated, same-sex acts, the Rev. Edward 
Gen i cot, SJ writes: 

Imperfecta dicitur quando inter personas eiusdem sexus non datur coitus 
seu copula (applicatio corporum cum penetraiione et effusione seminis) 
sed concubilus tantum, L e> application corporum et unius saltern 
genitalium, sine penetrations sed cum voluptate complecta conaturalher 
sequente, ut si fit inter duos feminas, vel etiam inter duos viros it to men ut 
effusion seminis extra vas posteriori peragatur ( Jnstiiutiones Theologiae 
M oralis ( BnixelUs: L 'Edition Universelle S.A., 1939J, vol. 1 , page 319) 

With regard to physical contact, if it is because of 'tantum officii, out maris patrii y 
aut am oris honesli vel benevolenliae augendae causa, it may not be a violation of 
the Sixth Commandment of the Decalogue (opcit., page 33 1). However, if the acf 
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is motivated by sexual pleasure, then it is a violation of the Sixth Commandment 
of the Decalogue: 

Hoc actus ponere intendendo delectationem venereum complectam vel 
incomplectam, semper grave peccaium est, ex intent tone luxuria direcie 
voluntaria ... (opagecit., page 329). 

In Moral Theology if the intention which motivates an act is for venereal pleasure, 
it is grave matter: thus it would be the delict. For such gravity of matter, it is not 
necessary that there be complete sexual intercourse, either heterosexual or 
homosexual. Incomplete, that is imperfect, acts which arc motivated by a desire 
for sexual or psychologically venereal pleasure are grave matter and consequently 
fit within the definitions of the delict In determining the character and gravity of 
act, what is intended is of more significance than the completed emission of semen 
in some particular action. 

With regard to physical contact, the Reverend Antonio M Arregui, SJ leaches: 

Tangere ... sinejiASta causa morose et cumcommotione venera, mortale est .. 
.[tangere J etiam supra vestem, generalim mortale est. .. (Summarium 
Theologiae Moralis ad Codicem luris Canonici accommodatum [Bilbao: 
Editorial EI Mensajero del Corazon de Jesus, 1 9521, #268). 

Thus even contact over clothing may be grave matter and consequently a dehct 
This will be articulated clinically by the various peritii who are quoted below. In 
determining the responsibility for, and the gravity of, an act, the classic Moral 
Theology manual by the authors H, Noldin, SJ and A. Schmitt, SJ underscores the 
subjective significance of the person who is acting: 

Delectatio igitur venerea (vel pollutio) in causa volita grave est peccatum, 
si ipsa causa exse graviter in turpem commotionem irtjluit (Summae 
Theologiae Moralis, vol I De Principiis, De Sexto Praecepio [Romae: 
Oeniponte, 1924J, #13). 

And more specifically with regard fo personal responsibility: 

Sifiunt exprave et libidinoso affectu, licet exse pa rum in Hbidinem influant 
ut aspectus mulicris, conirectatio mantts etc., semper grave peccaium sunt 
propter intentionem gravite malam; ideo nihil refert, utrum actus ipsi magis 
an minus turpes sint. .. Sijiunt ex sola intentione deleciationis sensualis 
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leva peccatum sunt, nisi inducanl proximum pericul^m commotonis canialis et 
consentiendi in delectationem veneream, ut cvenirc potest, si cum aliquo afJecfu 
et mora exerceantur (opagecit., #52 

In discussing alternative sexual appetites, the authors comment: 

Peccata, quae ab Us committuniur, qui hac perversione lahorant, 
sunt pollutiones per tactus provocatae et concubitus sodomilici Si 
pewersa inclinalio in pueros fertur, paederastia vocatur, ... 
(opagech., #47). 

With regard to actual pliysicaJ contact, even over clothing, they write: 

T anger e personam eiusdem sexvs in parlibus inhuneslis sine iusta 
causa grave est, etsi mediate supra vestes ianf tin i fiat > quia mulium 
commoveL: Tangere personam eiusdem sexus in parti bus minus 
honestis exclusa prava intentione, vix erit peccatum, saltern grave ... 
(opagc cit., #55). 

An external violation of the Sixth Commandment ox the Decalogue can involve 
simply physical contact. Therefore, a complete act of sexual intercourse, either 
heterosexual or homosexual, is not required. If the intention of the contact is for 
sexual pleasure, then it is a violation of the commandment; if it involves a minor it 
is also a canonical delict. This is succinctly stated by a peritus in the Jaw who 
describes in a negative fashion what constitutes fhe delict: 

Non e necessario che gli atti di lussuria siano con sun tat i, mo 
bastano anche atti non consumatu quali toccamenti bad libidinosi, 
contatti di organi scsxuali, wc. (Antonio Calahrese, Diritto Pcuale 
Canonico [Citra del Valicn.no: Libreria Ed i trice Vaticana, 1996], 
page 354). 

This juridic understanding of a violation of the Sixth Commandment of the 
Decalogue, based on Moral Theology, did rot begin with iho 1983 Code of Canon 
Law. Commentators on the 1917 Code of Canon Law commonly held that 'an 
offense against the sixth commandment' refers frenetically to 'crimes of lust' (Pio 
Ciprotti, De consummations delictorum atiento eorum elementum ohiec.tivo: 
Caput IV, ApoUinaris 9 1 1 936], pages 404-41,4]. Bringing together both the 
insights of Moral Theology and the juridic norms, the Catechism of the Catholic 
Church states the following: 

The tradition of the Church has understood the sixth commandment, as 
encompassing the whole of human sexuality (il 2336) 

Along with the teaching of moral theologians, to understand this delict, and in 
accord with the norm of law (e.g-> Canon 1574), the researched, validated, and 
generally accepted insights of psychology and the mental health disciplines are 
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quite relevant. This is important QcfLjoat to provide an intellectual framework to 
comprehend the delict, hut also to evaluate the tacts, the testimony and all other 
evidence to determine if the clinical indicators of the delict are present. The 
opinions of periii are needed not just for the juridic theory but also for ihe 
evaluation of proofs. 

Consistent v/itli the above-quoted canonical opinion, the American Academy of 
Child and Adolescent Psychiatry has defined sexual abuse of minors in tlie 
following manner: 

Sexual abuse of children refers to sexual behavior between a child 
and an adult or between two children whom one of them is 
significantly older or uses coercion. Tlie perpetrator [offender] and 
the victim may be of tlie sajnc sex or the opposite sex. The sexual 
behaviors include touching breasts, buttocks, and genitals, whether 
the victim is dressed or undressed, exhibitionism [indecent 
exposure], fellatio [oral stimulation of the poms], eunniliugus [oral 
stimulation of the female vagina) arcab ^ n d penetration of the vagina 
or anus with sexual organs or objects. Exposure to pornographic 
material is also sexually abusive to children ... (Practice Parameters 
for the Forensic Evaluation of Children and Adolescents voho may 
have been physically or sexually abused, 1 997) 

The literature indicates that there is no definitive indicator of a sexually abused 
child, but there are symptoms fhat present frequently in young survivors; these 
include anxiety/numbing, hypersensitivity, depression, alcohol and/or d ug use, 
problem sexual behaviors, and a^yiessinu. Another symptom is an attachment 
abnormality; the victim cannot give up the attachment lo y and involvement with, 
the perpetrator [Ross Colin , The Trauma M o del: A So luti on to the Problem of 
Como r bidity in Psychiatry (Manitou Communications: 9,000) page 286]. In 
defining sexual abuse of a minor, the American Academy of Pediatrics notes the 
significance of age symmetry in differentiating sexual abuse and sexual play; what 
may be sexual play for age- symmetrical individuals is abuse for age-asymmetrical 
individuals: 

The sexual [abuse] activities may include all forms of oral-genital, 
genital, or anal contact by or to the child, or non touching abuses, 
such as exhibitionism, voyeurism, or using the child in the 
production of pornography. Sexual abuse includes a spectrum of 
activities raaging from rape to physically less intrusive sexual abuse. 
Sexual abuse can be differentiated from "sexual play" by 
determining whether there is a developmental asymmntry nmong the 
participants and by assessing the coercive nature of (he behavior 
Thus, when young children at the same developmental stage arc 
looking at or touching each other's genitalia because of mutual 
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interest, wiihout < /uercion or i n i ni5:ion of the body, Mb is considered 
normal (i.c M nonabusive) behavior. However, a 6-year old who dies 
to coerce a 3-year-okl lo engage in anal intercourse is displaying 
abnormal behavior, and die heaiih and child protective systems 
should be contacted although the incident may not he legally 
considered an assault. Children: or adolescents who exldbit 
inappropriate sexual behavior may be reacting to their own 
victimization. (Committee on Child Abuse and Neglect, Guidelines 
for the Rvalualion of Sexual Abuse of Children) 

Echoing the teachings of the moral theology manuahsls, an Australian National 
Child Pro recti on Clearinghouse research paper spoke of sexual abuse of a minor as 
relating to any use for sexual gratification 

Put simply, child sexual abuse is the use of a child for sexual 
gratification by an adult or shniificanlly older child/a doles cent 
(Tower 1080). H may involve activities ranging from exposing the 
child to sexually explicit materials or behaviors, raking visual 
images of (he child for pornographic purposes, touching, fondling 
and/or masturbation of the child, having the child touch, fondle or 
masturbate the abuser, oral sex performed by the cliild, or on the 
child by the abuser, and anal or vaginal penetration of the child. 
Sexual abuse has been documented as occurring on children of all 
ages and both sexes, and is committed predominantly by men, who 
are commonly members of the child's family, family friends or other 
trusted adults in positions of authority ... Mnkelhor (1979) argued 
against the term sexual assaull and .sexual abuse because he felt they 
implied physical violence which, it was contended, was often not the 
case... Finkclhor favored die term sexual victimization in order to 
underscore that children become victims of sexual abuse as a result 
of their age, naivete and relationship with the abusive adult. (Issues 
in Child Abuse Prevention Number 5 Summer 1995, Update on 
Child Sexual Abuse, by Adam M, Tomison 

Observing the above-quoted reference to 'trusted adults in positions of authority' 
and flowing from the j [iridic delineation of the delict, the Court is mindful of the 
issue of answerability. It is the presumption of the law that the actor (in this 
circumstance, a cleric) Is responsible for his behavior, unless the opposite of this 
presumption of the law can be proved. This is the presumption in the doctrine and 
jurisprudence dealing will) matrimonial consent (Canon 1 101) and it is the 
prcsujDplion in penal tnals as (he following canon notes: 

Can. 1321, §3; When an external violation has occurred, impu lability 
is presumed unless it is otherwise appaxent. 



64 

AJDOM05J266 



RE: Rev. Martin 'I. Knighton 
CDFNuia JProv.l 



15 



The Court then turns to the substantive material upon which a decision about the 
delicts that have been alleged will be made. Direction for this judicial munus is 
provided again both by doctrine and jurisprudence. The general norm is that 
proofs of any land that seem useful for adjudicating the ease can be brought 
forward (c.f , Canon 1527, §1). More specifically, a norm addresses the manner in 
which the Tribunal of judges uses the proofs: 

Can. L608 §1. For the pronouncement of any sentence, the judge 
must have moral certitude about the matter to be decided by the 
sentence. 

§2. The judge must derive this certitude from the acts and the proofs. 

§3. The judge, however, must appraise the proofs according to the 
judge's own conscience, without prejudice to the prescripts of law 
concerning the efficacy of certain proofs. 

§4. A judge who was not able to arrive at this certitude is to 
pronounce that the right of the petitioner is not established and is to 
dismiss (lie respondent as absolved, unless it concerns a case which 
has the favor of law, in which case the judge must pronounce for 
that. 

The norm of Canon 1572 is also of significance because so much of the acta is the 
testimony of witnesses. That Canon legislates how such testimony is to be 
evaluated: 

Can. 1572: In evaluating testimony, the judge, after having requested 
testimonial letters if necessary, is to consider the following: 

1° what the condition or reputation of the person is; 

2° whether the testimony derives from personal knowledge, 
especially from what has been seen or heard personally, or 
whelher from opinion, rumor, or hearsay; 

3 ° whether the witness is reliable and firmly consistent 
or inconsistent, uncertain, or vacillating; 

4° whether the witness has co-witnesses to the testimony 
or is supported or not by other elements of proof. 

Of significance also is the norm of Canon 1579 > §1 which directs the Court to 
consider not just the conclusions but also the other findings of the case which a 
prrihis might identify. Tills norm, which is evident also in Rotal jurisprudence, 
pertains whether the peri f us is appointed by the CGUit or a professional whose 
work is incorporated into the acta from previous efforts with the same party. 
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Given (he antecedent iter pmcessulis of these cases in the Jniled States today, the 
norm of Canon 153b„ §2 mu<>i also be: noted. Because in tempore difjicile 
statements may have been made, it is essential that the evidentiary weight assigned 
to such statements be guided by canonical doctrine: 

Can. 1536: §2, In cases wiiicli regard the public ^nod, however, a 
judicial confession and declarations of the parlies which are not 
"confessions can have a probative force which the judge must evaluate 
together with the other circumstances of the case; Ujc force of full 
proof cannot be attributed to (hem, however, unless other elements 
are present which thoroughly corroborate them. 

In a further elaboration of (be above-cited canonical norm, the jurisprudence 
teaches that the truth emerges not from one or other clement but from the whole 
complcxus of the case, In a decision dealing with a case of simulation, a Rotal 
Auditor has noted: 

Quod Wrtem special pondus argumenforum. qidbus nisus Index 
requisitani momlern certitttdinem sibi enmpurnra valet, recolatur 
veritatem non esse ex una altcrove elemento eruendanu sed ex tola 
causae complexu (coram Rogers, 1 9/XIT/64, #6, as found in 
S.RM.Dec. 56 [1964], page 956). 

The truth comes not from one or another element, but from all the elements taken 
together Similarly in a decision dealing with simulation rendered by an earlier 
Rota! Auditor: 

Quae eliam Veritas resultai aliquando ex multis indiciis et 
probationibus, quae surnpta seorsim certitudinem vix ingerunt, at 
unita rnaxime iuvant (coram Fcbci, 17/V/52, #2, as found in SRJRD 44 
[1952J, page 448). 

Tills jurisprudence on the whole complex us> or constellation of facts if you will, of 
indices underscores the significance, in the evaluation of proof;;, of patterns of 
behavior. Again, the decisions ol'fhc Rota dealing with simulation of consrni 
both total and partial, illustrate the judicial importance of such patterns of 
behavior. In a decision resolving a case on the grounds of simulation of consent 
contra bonum fidei, a noted Rotal Auditor wrote: 

Confessio itaque simulant is non necessario verbis fa cienda est: 
sujficit fiat for lis, quae verbis sunt (diqnu.udo eloquenliora: dwmnodo 
ramen facta sint pli\ra } sint carta, sint univoca, idnempe mcammuni 
aestbnatione demansimu, n< Suisse pariem contraheniem.se vinculo 
matrimonii obst ring ere (coram. Fclici, 24/IV/56, #3, as found in 
SRRD48 M 956], P 403). 
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As I hen Msgr* Fclici noted, if the behavior is present, it is not necessary that the 
proper words be used to respond to die question before the Court; (he fads speak 
louder thm the words- 

For Lhe finding of this Tribunal, because the presumption of the law is the 
innocence of Lhe reus (2006 Essential Norms, Norm 6), the Reverend Judges musi 
have mora] certitude to overcome the presumption of the law and find for his guilt. 
The Code legislates (hifi requirement In Canon 1608 P as quoted above. Willi regard 
to moral certitude, it musi be remembered that the dynamic of this eauonieal 
standard of proof differs from common law. fn common law, no i only is 
bcJicvability figured into lhe standard, but also The quantity of evidence; thus, i he 
language is phrased as 'the preponderance of evidence' and "beyond a reasonable 
doubt'. In canonical doctrine, while the quantity of evidence is a considerat ion, die 
dynamic uses the quality of the evidence more significantly. In the former, 
quantity can affect the weight of the evidence. In tbe latter, die search for truth 
moves 1ow*nd an act of moral judgment about the quality of what has been 
brought forth, It is the exclusion of a reasonable doubt that does admit the absolute 
possibility of the contrary. This is significant in a case in which the evidence is the 
narrative of the parties, along wiUi Liu.: backgrounch circumstances and context that 
surrounds them. Moral certitude requires a judgment about the quality of what 
both parties have presented and the context, of the situat ions, which are taken as a 
whole. As Pius Xli stated in his address to 1he Roman Rota on October j, 1942: 

Sometimes moral certainty is derived only from an aggregate of 
indications and proofs which, taken singly, do not provide the 
foundation for Irue certitude, but which, when taken together, do 
longer leave room for any reasonable doubt on the part of a man oT 
sound judgment, t his is in no sense a passage from probability to 
certainty through a simple cumulation of probabilities, which would 
amount to an illegitimate transit from one species to another 
essentially different one „. ; it is rather to recogni'/e that the 
simultaneous presence of all these separate indications and proofs can 
have a sufficient basis only in the existence of si common origin or 
foundation from which they spring, that is, in objective truth "and 
reality... Consequently, if in giving the reasons for his decision, the 
judge states thai the proofs which have been adduced, considered 
separately, cannot be judged sufficient, but that, taken together and 
embraced in a survey of the whole situation, they provide the 
necessary elements 1 for arriving at a safe definitive juclu .men t, it must 
be acknowledged that such reasoning is in general sound and 
legitimate. (#2) 

And of added relevance is the anther statement of the l-lo.ly Father of die 
relationship of procedure to the attainment of this moral certitude: 
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Rcnce you see why, in modem, even ecclesiastical, procedure, 1 lie 
first place is given, not to the principle of juridical formalism, but (o 
the maxim of l he free weighting of (he evidence. (#4) 

With regard to the integrity of judicial procedure, the Reverend Judges are 
distinctly mindful of the right of defense. As the Code specifically legislates: 

Can. 1620 A sentence suffers from the defect of irremediable nullily 
if: ... 7° the right of defense was denied Lo one or the other party; ... 

To understand what the right of defense correctly entails in a judicial process, the 
Reverend Judges look to the jurisprudence of the Aposlolic Tribunals, in a 
decision of the Roman Rota, the present Hcan writes 

Quart: mbsltmtiali iwv. defenshnis is certo spoliaius habetur, qui nec 
actioni a parte adverm in indicium deductae contradicere valuit oh 
agendi ration eiu ipsius Tribimafis, nee probationer tempore 
inslruciioms colk.ctas impugnare, nec pro priam declarationem 
indicia I em facer *e y nee argurrumta cxh.iberr quoad factum circa quod 
iudicium versabatur... (coram Stanlcicwicz, 22/XII84, #5, as found in 
Monitor Ecclesasticus J 13 [1988 L pages 320-327). 

Yh;)l is, a substantial denial of die right of defense lafc.cn place when the adversarial 
party is not able lo offer a contradiction or when he is not able to oppose the 
pr oofs which have been gathered, or when he is not able to present his own side of 
the story in cour! , oi when he is not able lo present arguments about the contested 
issue in court, Thiu is further enuaciated in a decree of (he Apostolic Signature 

Admitii nequil docirina Trihunaiis circa ius defensiunix pnriis 
cojiventae, quod non solum rtupurit ui convent a andwiur, vcrum 
efiam. in hu e rnniradiamdi reapse gander t (S A 199o9/88 VT, mi. C, 
n. 4). 

Foundational^, the right of defense consists not just in being heard, but in having 
the opportunity to contradict die evidence. However, the jurisprudence, also 
teaches that this is no! merely a formalism, h) this, f he Rota echoes the teaching of 
Pius XII that was quoted above. In assessing the integrity of a judicial process, the 
Rota assesses whether or not the parties know the proofs and have an opportunity 
to respond to them. Commenting on the diffen rice between observing all the 
solemnities and the essentials of the judicial process, in a marriage case the then- 
Dean Pompcdda observes 

Cuncludendtim gmpwpW est d$fimse qitidem iudicii sollemnitates 
sed esseniialia processus (aciricis priifioucnK th'tenviiiaiionem 
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(coram Pompcdda, I7/VJ/85, #16, (bund in SRRU 77 l'I985J ) page 
291). 

In undersl anding the right of defense, the Reverend Judges look lo die opporlunity 
to know and react to ihe proofs; ihcy Look to the csse&tMa of ihc process, The 
creative innovation of non-Codal procedural steps will he understood as faux- 
solemnities urged upon the Court by a zealous Advocate, However, the 
appropriate efforts of a responsibJe Advocate arc required by (he norm of taw 
(Canon 1723). 

In these cases, it is also important to remember how Canon 1620 is phrased: 

Can. 1620 A sentence suffers from the defect of irremediable nullity if: ... 

T the right of defense was dented to one or the other parly; ... 

The accused is one party, However, il is the Ordinai'y who bias ihe respflBfeible lo 
mslifuLC a judicial or ndininisiraUve process when a penally should be applied 
(Can. 1 341), And in these cases, il is clear that (he Apostolic See itself is involved 
according to ST. The procedure specified in ST requires the votumof the 
Ordinary. It furthermore requires the Ordinary to inform the Congregation of die 
Doctrine of the Faith if Ihere has been a change, in circumstances. This would 
likewise apply lo the Apostolic Administrator during die time of transition after the 
death or resignation or transfer of the Ordinary. Therefore, the Ordinary and the 
Administrator have an obligation to do what is required in die lav,'. The Promoter 
of .In sf ice is acting on behaif of tlic Ordinary in lodging the iihellus with the proper 
Court, However, the exercise of IhaL role by the 1'romolcr of Justice docs not 
absolve the Ordinary nor the Admin is Oalor from that obligation. Therefore, to 
exclude the vota of these officials acting on behalf of the common good of the 
diocese would be in effect also a denial of die right of defense of the diocese. 

Finally, the Reverend Judges recall flic force of particular legislation in the 
application of a penalty for this dcliec. As cited above, Worm 8 of the 2006 USCCB 
Ksscniial Norms required that if (here \h moral certitude about the delict having 
been committed, then 'pennanenl removal from ecclesiastical ministry, not 
excluding dismissal from, the clerical state 1 is indicated. The reason for the 
application of Ihe penalty is for the protection of the common good of the diocese 
and for the Church as a whole. 

In this regard in this case, since ihe penalty of permanent removal imposed by ihe 
Court of First Instance is to be oil her upheld or revised, there is guidance in the 
1995 USCCB document on Canonical Delicts involving Sexual Misconduct and 
Dismissal from the Clerical State. 

Once m external violation has been proven, imputability is presumed unless 
otherwise evident {nisi aliud appavcat) (c. J3'U, Vhis is ptcsampitio iuris. It 
is, therefore, rebuttable, hut only by admissible evidence, no* simply by bare denial. 
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Under the 1917 Code, the accused had ro prove with rtKJraJ certriude thai the 
presumption of dolus was not verified in his case (donee conimriwnpmbetur ]n r. 
2200, §2). That level of proof is no longer required in order to rebut the 
presumption of impuiability, Bat sufficient evidence must be introduced which 
makes it clear Lo the judges dint, the presumption Jacks force and dial a reasonable 
doubt exists concerning uiipulability in this particular cn.se, a doubt which must be 
resolved for a morally ce rtain finding of guilt. In this regard, the tribunal must be 
careful not to substitute statistics or hypothetical theories for evidence. It is the 
actual deliberation and freedom of the accused cleric himself that is at issue, and it 
is only sufficient evidence about the accused's own imputability that will rebut the 
presumption. 

For instance, some might think that there is an inherent impossibility in dismissing 
a pedophile from the clerical state since the proof of the accused's psychological 
illness, mani Jested by the external violations, is itself proof of his lack, of full 
impntahili/y. This kind of facile and simplistic statement is incorrect. It would 
render the prescription of canon 1395, §2 meaningless in se, relegating its 
application lo some sort of imaginary cleric who, though (ice of all psychological 
illness and disordered desire, chose, with impeccable deliberation and freedom^ to 
abuse a young person sexually. Though assisted by the advice of experts in the 
field of psychiatry, the tribunal must not permit itself to become a spiritual or 
psychological counselor, ft must remain always and only m interpreter of die Jaw 
and a judge of proven facts. 

The following represent some of the rules and facts (hat a tribunal might take into 
account in deciding whether the penalty of dismissal may be imposed. Wc are 
assuming here thai at least one external act of sexual abuse of a minor has been 
proven with moral certainty and that (he only issue before the tribunal is whether 
the imputability of the accused and the circumstances warrant dismissal from the 
clerical state. 

1. The presumption of canon 1321 s §3 resolves the doubt in the 
external forum. Without evidence of facts which clearly show that the 
imputability of the accused was diminished, the tribunal must find in 
favor of full imputability. 

2. The years of seminary formation in theology and spirituality as well 
as the exercise of the ministry (particularly, the act of judging others in 
the confessional) support the presumption that the accused understood 
the immorality of what he was doing. 

3. The tribunura judgments about sin* rationality, and freedom should 
be grounded in Christian anthropology. The fact thai society has. in 
many ways, lost a sense of serious sin or personal culpability does not 
muigaie thp individual cleric's guilt if ho has adopted such a clearly 
un Clmstiiui attitude. 
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4. Ii is unlikely thai an accused cleric who has sexually abused a 
minor is free of all psychological illness. The existence of such an 
illness and its off eel on unpulahilily, however, must appear from the 
evidence. Thus, if the accused has introduced expert testimony that he 
suffers from such an illness, the tribunal can admit such testimony and 
frive it appropriate weight. Such an illness, however, should not be 
automatically equated with lack nf personal responsibility for die 
external violations themselves. Despite the illness, the accused raay 
have been fully aware of the nature and consequences of bis actions 
and have possessed sufficient freedom in a theological sense, to be 
charged with not merely grave, but full mputabilily as understood in 
the penal law. For example, when the accused has repealed evil 
acts over and over again without self -reform, this should not 
necessarily be deemed, in some sort of deterministic fashion, to lessen 
his impuinbjlity. In a way, the more a person idcntill.es himself with 
his repetitious acts the greater the impulabilily may be of those acts. In 
short, if the accused claims to have been subject in a compulsion, die 
judges must evaluate the meaning of compulsions, the exact nature of 
the one claimed, and the evidence of the degree of its influence on the 
accused in the commission of the delict. 

5. Canons 1324-1326 serve as a guide for the tribunal in weighing all 
the mitigating and a/un avating factors thai may have an effect on 
iinpurability and the severity of the appropriate penalty. It should also 
be noted that particular law can determine other exempting, 
mitigating, or aggravating drcuinstanees, and specific circumstances 
can be set down in a precept which will xcmpt, mitigate, or aggravate 
the penalty threatened in that precept (c, 1327). 

6. Two mitigating factors that may occur are the lack of the use of 
reason caused by drunkenness or some other narcotic agent as well as 
the commission of an act jn the heat of passion (c. 1324, §!l, 2° 3 D ). Of 
course, if one is aware that drunkenness or narcotic Hereof ten leads to 
such aels and decides fo drink or ingest such narcolics anyway, the 
resulting loss of the use of reason does not diminish full imputability 
(c. 1325). Similarly, when passion is freely stimulated or fostered by 
die accused, it caunot be (aken into account as a mitigation iJ 
imputability (c. 1325). 

7. Even if full imputability is shown to have been lessened in the 
particular case or there are other mitigating circumstances, the tribunal 
must also take account of aggravating circumstances as described in 
canon 1326. It may be that the cleric used Ins position in the Church or 
his aulhority or his office to commit die offense (a 1326, §1, 2 a ). If a 
cleric uses his familiarity with parishioners or other youth to create 
situations in which such acts are commuted, or as an authority figure, 
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exercises undue influence over the victim, the acts become even more 
heinous and admit of more severe punishment, offsetting the 
mitigation which might otherwise be applicable. 

8. Another common aggravating circumstance may be recidivism. 
When the accused, because of his own history and self-awareness, 
foresees what is going to happen ;md fakes none of the precautions lo 
avoid such acts that a reason ably prudent person would take, I he 
resulting acts may warrant a more severe penalty. In other words, prior 
acts which contribute to the occurrence of foreseeable intentional acts 
may counteract the mitigation which might result from a lessening of 
freedom through compulsion. One who is aware of a tendency toward 
a certain del Let has. U\e responsibility to take due precautions — e.g., 
Lhe persons he associates with, his use of alcoholic beverages, the 
need for psychiatric therapy, the nature of the ministerial assignment 
he accepts. To oinit such precautions can be grounds for infliction of a 
more severe penally. 

9. Finally, related to recidivism is the situation where a cleric is 
charged with several violations of canon 1395, §2. Multiple delicts 
may demonstrate an ingrained pattern of behavior that convinces the 
tribunal lhaL (he accused is incorrigible and represents a real threat to 
young persons hi the future, A delict may also be aggravated by the 
fact that it violates more ihan one provision of the code. For example, 
the cleric in question may have sexually abused a minor with force or 
threats or in some public fashion, or may have also solicited the minor 
in the confessional. In such situations, the justification for dismissal 
from the clerical state may be extremely strong even (hou^h some 
psychopathology may have diminished the jnalia* or culpability 
involved in the acts, 

10. The accused's iniputability is an essential element of any decision 
to dismiss a cleric from the clerical state. It cannot be looked upon 
simplistic ally nor can any legal rules alone sellle the matter in some 
sort of mechanical fashion. The actual facts and circumstances of the 
accused cleric himself his history, the context within which the 
proven acts took place and especially the gravity of the acts musl all 
be taken into account. The tribunal must balance both mitigating and 
aggravating circumstances in determine whether dismissal is in fact 
warranted or a lesser penalty suffices in light of the threefold goal of 
reparation of harm, restoration of justice, and reformation of the cleric. 
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In this case, there are Guec persons who made formal accusations of sexual abuse of 
them as minors against Man/in T . Knighton as a cleric- 

In this case, Marvin T. I'Oiiglrinn has consistently stated that these accusations are 
false. In his appearance before these judges, he categorically denied that he had 
sexually abused anyone 1 Ic did not engage in sexual activity with anyone in 
violation of his snored stains as a cleric. 

in this case, Marvin T. Knighton and bis Advocate have consistently questioned the 
credibility of the accusers and pointed out deficiencies in the process after a certain 
point. This Court, however, also lias to address the issue of tlie Accused's 
credibility* It begins with an assessment of his history and outlook on tliat history. 

Marvin T. Knighton, one of the first two African-aineriean priests ordained for the 
Archdiocese of Milwaukee, has been consistent m his quest (o regain his active 
status as a priest and to address the deficiencies he sees in the activity in the t Initcd 
States to stop the clerical abuse scandal. He considers himself as a victim of a type 
of prejudice against those who have been accused. 

Tli is being a "victim of prejudice is something that bad its roots for Man/in T. 
Knighton in his seminary years by those who opposed bis being a black becoming a 
priest Me cites as his friends and chief supporters in ihose days both Archbishop 
Cousins and his classmate now Bishop Joseph Perry. 

Tn his Penal Trial testimony, I M said: 

Marv has always talked about his great love for the priesthood and felt 
that that was his calling and Ins vocation. Yet at the same time, be 
wanted to do what ho reft he wanted to do, Authority was one big 
hurdle for Mary, and that has always been a hurdle for Marv (Penal 
Trial.. Witness "K", page 18). 

Marvin feeling that he was called to be a priest led him on a journey that began in 
Detroit where he had been born in 1950. However, because he had not been 
accepted in the Detroit seminary, he entered St. Lawrence Seminary, Mt. Calvary, 
Wisconsin, in 1967 for part of that year. This seminary was run by Lire Capuchins. 
In 1970, he would return to the seminary as a college student at St. Francis College, 
i fo would p;o into St. Fnwcis Seminary for his theology in 1971 and then be ordained 
in 1975, 

According to his last statement to the Court, that first year of 1967 was not without 
sonic problems. According to Marvin, there wore some conflicts from the college 
days. One of ihose Hint entered into whether or not he should be ordained is his nou - 
completion of the requirement thai one have a college degree. This is referenced by 
Marvin in a letter to Archbishop Cousint;. 
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In this loiter, one can icaOfor oneself how Maivin argues for hk point based on his 
having already sent out the Invitations *md liow he knows aj thai, time that he is 
perceived as bending the rules and being disobedient He is doing those things 
because of bis desire to serve and serve where he thinks best. 

This point is also brought out in Marvin's Letters about bis assignments. 

But it is also reflecte d in hi s field experience that plays out in the first allegation 
chronologically. As^H^HB would point out: 

We were at the seminary at that time in the theologate. Father lived at 
Holy AngeJs, as a seminarian at thai time. He did not live on the 
seminary campus which was required, and somehow he was able to 
exceed that requirement (Penal 4 ! Vial, ibid, page 3). 

Marvin explains this fact as follows: 

£t I was living nl (lie then St. Tlonilhco Rectory with the Capuchins with 
the 'permission' of the late Msgr. William Schuit who was then rector. 
I was granted this permission so 1 could get an understanding of the 
then Black Community in Milwaukee. I was living with the Capuchins 
who at the time were ministering to that parish. I was not at Holy 
Angels until I became a deacon 35 (MTK, W July 2007 e-mail). 

Marvin was doing what he wanted to do, but with permission obtained because he 
had the desire as a black man to understand the "Black Community in Milwaukee" to 
prepare himself to serve well. 

This independence is an important factor in this ease in assessing the credibility of 
the Accused. This Court does not question the sincerity of Marvin Knighton. But 
the proof taken from a number of witnesses points to the conclusion (bat Mai via ai 
times sees things as he sees diem in a different way than others look at the same 
facts. A key purpose of law is to keep order. When someone keeps bending or 
sto^tching the law, then: can be disorder. 1 n this c^se, the disorder seems to be in the 
perception of Marvin Knighton about his behavior compared to the perception of 
others in authoritative positions or as peers or also as subjects of his influence or 
authority. 

This outlook of the Accused is a factor in this case because it could color how he 
views the reality of the facts as presented by others. It is a case that in the 
viewpoint of the Accused and his Advocate rests heavily on the credibility of the 
Accusers as welt as on hirm>elf as the Accused and on the trustworthiness of the 
process used in arriving at the conclusions being appealed. 

As the Court of First Instance noted, the Advocate is faiiliful to the viewpoint of the 
Accused in arguing for alternative explanations of the facts as presented by others. 
The preponderance of the argumentation of Marvin Knighton and bis Advocate is 
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tlial the proofs presented by others have alternative explanations leading to positive 
doubts about their credibility. The argument is that moral certainty does not allow 
for any positive doubt. 

And yet, the law section presents the doctrine of moral certainty as reached more on 
the quality of (lie proofs inchoating the truth r ather than on their quantity. Moral 
certainly docs not exclude the possibility of doubt. It does mean ihat the one who 
reaches this moral certainty is assured of the truth of the heart of the matter. 

This Court will address each of the accusations and theu draw its conclusions. 

The first accusation is that of fl B And the first issue to be resolved is 

whether the accusation should be considered if Marvin Knighton had not yet heen 
ordained a deacon. 

Rather than dancing around determining the dating depending on (Ik: place where the 
incident occurred, this Court takes the accused at liis word and places it in 1973 a 
least ""prior to his being ordained a deacon" in 19/4 (Appeal, p. 22; Chancery file, p 
MA). In that context, die "behavior 1 of the accused way dismissed as not the 
' 1 concern ' of Lhc Court. The reason given is that Marvin Knighton would not have 
ihen been a cleric. This line of reasoning as to the timing of the incident is accepted 
by the investigators based on Hie impactions for thr, penal irial and by the accused. 

l-Iowever, it is very clear 1 tiiafe Archbishop Ainato meant to be very specific in station; 
(hat the investigation be restricted to "only those delicts he is alleged to have 
cojiimitled while in the clerical state" (Appeal, p 15). 

T^nsCoitf^ that Marvin Knighton has admitted becoming acquainted with 

| at this time . Man/in would have beeji 22 or 23. The allegation 
could have occurred a litlte later than 1973 but before the accused's ordination to the 
diaeonale on 4 May 1 974. But even the accused waffles on the dating since it goes 
from 1972 to 1974 (P enal Trial, pp. 8, 17). He asserts that there was no more 
contact with '^■i after May 1974. 

This Court respects the wording of Archbishop A mato, but notes that his intent is to 
restrict the judicial process precisely to those actions allegedly committed by the 
accused as a cleric. And in this ijistaucc, Marvin Knighton was a cleric because he 
was tonsured on 17 March 1972, The provision in canon 13 13 is specified, in §2 as 
applying to the imposition of penalties and not to one's status in law. 

According Lo the "First Instant; Decision, Marvin Knighton became a cleric on 7 [sic] 
March 1972 (p. 16), The decree of Pope Paul VI Minisleria quaedam was not 
issued until 1 5 An gust 1 972. The ciTeoJ date that tonsure would no longer be 
conferred and that joining l ho clerical slat*: was lied to tin'; di a conn to was 1 January 
1 973. Canon 9 is applicable since die new law effective in January 1 973 would have 
regarded only the hiture since it did not explicitly ''provide for I he past / Legally, 
Marvin Knighton was a cleric at the time of the incident alleged by ^■^■^■B 
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The proofs from the Archdiocese of Milwaukee's personnel file and (he seminary 
record indicate vety clearly thai Marvin Knighton wafi ton sured and thus entered the 
clerical state on 17 March 1 972. Note worthy in the following record is the 
specificity of (he adieu performed. 1 There is Ihe Oath of Stability signed by Marvin 
T. Knighton on 7 March 1972 and by the seminary rector who witnessed his taking 
this oath in liis preseti.ee as a "candidate for admission into the Clerical State". 
Moreover, there is the statement in die register from the Archdiocese that "On 
Friday, March 17, 1972, the Most Reverend William E. Cousins admitted the 
following seminarians to the Clerical State in the Immaculate Conception Chapel, St. 
Francis School of Pastoral Ministry" among whom Marvin T. Knighton is listed. 

However, the Court notes that Marvin Knighton has no memory of tJiis event. That 
seems puzzling since it should have been an important point in his achieving his 
dream. It would have been a foundatio n for the kind of at l east moral authority he 
seems to have possessed in the minds ofi^^^^^^^^Baiuif and uncle although 
Marvin states his authority as coming from his being assigned to do youth work by 
the pastor. 

The place where the alleged behavior took place is consistently where the accused 
was living. The problem is pining down the location of that place. 

One argument would make this St. Boniface Rectory. **f was living ai the then St. 
1 Boniface llectory with the Capuchins with the 'pennissiou 1, of the (ate Msgr. William 
Schuit who was then rector. T was granted this permission so I coidd get aa 
understanding of the then Black Community in Milwaukee. T was living with the 
Capuchins who at the time were ministering to that parish. I was not at TToly Angels 
until 1 became a deacon" (MTK, 30 July 200^Mnajl^And yet, in the Penal Trial 
statement of the accused he states that met ^^H^^^H through, his aunt and 
uncle at Holy Angds Rectory wher^KMAforked before and during his diacouate 
(Penal trial, p j). And it there thai I <ild have slit) < ;d overnight in a 

'guest room* ' (Ibid, p. 5). And this would have been at the beginning of the 
accused's time at Holy Angels (Ibid, pp. 6-8). Marvin Knighton is very clear about 
his doing youtli work there at the direction of "Fr. Weber (Ibid, p. 13). He also steles 
that there would be a change in the relationship with his ordination to the diaconato 
as the reasoning why the incident would have taken place prior to that ordination 
(Tbid,pl7). 

The occasion for the meeting of J and Marvin K nigh ton would have been 

that this minor was having trouble with his father and that his aunt and uncle wanted 
some help for him. 

The place in HHHi testimony is an apartment at the YMCA or at Holy 
Angels, it would be a single room with a <[uei:u-si/.G bud. It had a distinctive bed- 
spread like one knitted by his grandmother. This rec ollection o f die place as an 
apartment is affirmed by his mother who learned from ^■^■about the allegation 
tli roe or four years before being reported to the civil authorities. 
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i associates the incident with Fr. Knighton's priesthood ordination. But he 
was not going: to church in those da ys, His relationship with Fr. K nigl \'am happened 

because ofiB^l^^^HiHHtil^^HHHHHIMMHli However, 
the i ncident happen ed, Fr. Knighton cleaned himself up and broke off his association 
with HHIHH 

■ is affirmed by 




This association of I m with Marvin through the^^^^B 
I lira consistently in his sworn statements. 

The problem in establishing an exact place is in part due to what I 
describes as Fr. Marv's idea of ministry as needing to live close lo the people. It 
meant his arranging to live outside the seminary where most of his classmates lived, 
then at Holy Angels, and in another place downtown (p 560). This behavior is 
affirmed by Marvin in his 1.3 My 197^nejtei^^Vrch bishop Cousins (p. 1 577). In 
his 28 February 2004 interview withlHi^HJH, Marvin states that during the 
time in question, 1972-1974, he also spent som e nights at the St Charles Boys Home. 
This would lit the land of place remembered hyMBi^MMI 

The Court does note that there is an alternative explanation of i lie place, It is clear 
from Father Knighton's s+atementMhaih^lj^iavc his own apartment niter 
ordination to the priesthood If M | would be correct about tlie dating in 

terms of the actual years aud if his mother is accurate about the habit of "Father" 
Knighton taking young people to the and about the apartment then there would 
be no question about the Accused's being a cleric. 

Penal Trial as described by Mr. 



meslion from p35 ofm 



un^injelv began a description of himself lying behind 
I hands onto Father Knighton's penis, 



The b eliavior u es 

is: "Mr. ■ i then, m 
Father Knighton guiding Mr. 

mas (tu ba ting Fatiier Knighton, this pmi of Mr. ■ Is story seems to be 

consistent huna tlie beginning" (Appeal, p. 1 8). The behavior is asserted by Mr 
two times (Acts, p 383, 400). 

Then Mr. I~ 



9 adds thai ih in action "is quite distinctly different from Mr. 
description of Father Knighton being the assertive., huygin^, touching, physically 
very stroug person whom he otherwise describes"' (Appeal, p. 1 U). The accused 
admits hugging as the kind of physical contact he- would havj^nuhm^^ the 
person was comfortable with it (Penal Trial, pp. 17-18). ■■HHflHT . however, 
also speaks about Fr, Knighton's Massing" hi in (!■■( p. 6 ? Acts 383). 

Although Marvin Knigbton denies that anything sexual happened, if is elear that 
someUiiop; unsettling seems to have fiappenc<^jomcrcjiienibor that he admhtted the 
accusation prior to all the publicity, e.g. Mr. I m where Fr. Marv as "the onr: 

he sai^jmhabljy^ it's so old that the civil courts won' t touch it" (Acts p. 
■!69).f- " —BIIB - remembers his "ratiier startling admission" to It. tc .loe 

Horniseck and myself (acts 522). There are t\m arguments about what the "misiakc r ' 
was. The key point consistently about the mistake was the dating, i.e. in 1973 prior 
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to his ordination as a deacon (Acts pp. :i 23-5 33) Maryia Knighton is unusually 
consistent with "No comment" in this rej?;m'd< There is both the admission that 
''There was h)aoDra|^tebehavior' ? and the "No Comment" in his 28 February 2004 
interview withj |(p 1.830).. 

This Second Instance Court is monujoncen^ what arc the facts indicated 
consistently in the accusation ot"B land the I acts asserted by the 

accused Marvin Knighton than with the character of Marvin Knighton as one who 
could push boundaries at that rime in his life. These years were years of 
experimentation with field education and the beginning of alternative living 
arrangements. Marvin Knighton had bis reasoning for his requests that were 
acknowledged with the permission of the rector aild was doing what lie was 
appointed to do by his pastor Weber. The focal point is his personal behavior 
with the accuser. The years in question were years when sonic things happened 
because circumstances were looser than they had been or are now. 'Hie allegation of 
the behavior itself is consistent as acknowledged own by the Advocate. The place 
and the approximate dating is described well by (he Accused. These are the 
primary facts on which (he Court must focus. 

The secondary details in the memories of both the Accused and the Accuser are 
admittedly sometimes unclear. Focusing too much on the trees can obscure the fact 
that one is looking at a disliuet forest. The memory arguments made by the 
Advocate cut both ways in relation to the Accused and the Accuser. One alternative 
explanation would be that ^^^^^^H* is accurate as the dating in which the 
incident occurred between Marvin's ordination as a deacon and before his ordination 
as a priest In this instance, he would have been a cleric also. 

The primary point of discrepancy between Marvin Knighton and the official records 
of the Archdiocese of Milwaukee is that he was in fact tonsured. It may be simply a 
lapse of memory on the part of the Accused. 



The primary point of discrepancy betvveeuMarvjnKnigl)i()i> and ihe witn esses is his 
i people on the lips and their statements that hedu^^BMB 
vin Knighton of thLs behavior. And so docs| | and 

others, m ^states that Marvin bolh hugged liim rind kissed him on the hps 



when that latter came to visit him when his mother was in the hospital (Civil trial, 
Acts p. 61 1). This point of discrepancy will be addressed more later. 

1 he proofs presented for the allegation of I I have come from a number 

of sources. The persons who gav* wito statements were interviewed more than 
one time for the most part. Despite some minor differences in. detail, they are 
consistent as to the principal facts as to the time main frame, the place as Marvin s 
residence, and to something of a sexual nature even if it was considered a "mistake* 
by the Accused at one time in his being question and admitted on another occasion to 
a co-worker, Lvcn the Advocates notes the consistency nhou\ the sexual act of ihe 
Accused at issue with the mmur. Tl^ stilus of the Accusal was that of a cleric. 
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This accusation is that of behavior 



the accuser, remembers clearly meeting then Fr_ Marvin Knighton 
through his mother o n the street while playing b asketball, Fr* Marv wa^elmtig his 

the 7 Ui grade and 1 2 ol^^ie^SS since Fr. 

Marv both hugged him and kissed him ' on the lips". ') his began a period of their 
spending time together playing basketball at the Cousins Center, swimming^r 
spelling the "night at his house.'* Then ax the Cousins Center, there was JHHt 
feeling awkward at being told by Fr. Marv to lake off his swinnninc^u^'hiie 
showering and then to hear comments by Fr. Marv abo ut his pe nis ip H|6-l 1). 
There was one incident when Fr. Marv^iand touched ** I perns on the hand oif 
of a towel What is striking is howl I reacted in that he was a bit frightened, but 
also did not want to lose this person who was supporting him (pp. 617-619 ). The n 
while sleeping over at Fr. MaiVs house, Fr. Marv would get into bed wifhim. 
which at jfirsc he thouglii was being tucked in. f lovvwerj-r. Marv began to loss him 
and call himHHHHaud grind on him even thongl^^}. would 1 1 y to resist at Ins). 
Fr. Marv was much larger than he. The behavior progressed from the kissing to die 
humping or grinding. There were at least one incident also of thi s grinding behavior 
in the swimmin^ool. This was the same kind of behavior IHL vgjnhl experience 
with women. mtT asserts that he is heterosexual (BTTC, 11-14). | premembevs 
consistently that he felt Fr. K/farv's penis as Fr. Marv grinded or hnmpexlon him. 
This behavior seems to have happened most often with Fr. Marv's clothing on (Acts 
624-629). 

H stated very clearly at the civil trial that he felt the behavior was wrong, but was 
to confront it becaus^Jte looked up to Fr, Marv at; father figure whom he 
needed (Acts 624-629). Hi relates that lalcr^H^^^HT old him that he had 
experienced simiia^eha^ior (pp. '( 5^6WVnd tiiis w-s also confirmed as siniilai 
benavior with ^H^^B (p .1 6). \ filso speaks about Kr. Marv pulling down 
his swuruuiug trunks even in front of bis adopted sons (p. 20). 

These bchaviorynduding attempts to push the accused away are affirmed by 

i stepmother, as beij| ^d her by ■ 




, pp. 8-10). ^^^^■^H ] ■ lather, affrrins hearing from 
about the incidents in question. He had even asked Fi. M arv if — could stay over 
at his house^H 8-10, Ac262-264), It would not be untd| ■ was 17 and had 

been in treatment that the accusations came out Then; is no reason in die witness's 
mind to doubt the accusations of his son. This witness is most upset about what be 
considers Marvin Knighton's explicit lying about not kissing others. 



One detail that was significant for the accused's civil lawyer was thatHH could 
not recall that Fr. Marv had ejaculated. One reason would have been the sweating 
and that he had on clothing. 
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One detail about which Marv is consistent is that he did not kissl I on tlie lips (p. 
HKfA. He will admit to kissing people on^yieek (p. 1044). He denies hugging 
I after the first trine they met because I Ircsistcd the touch (p. 1004). He 
denies any sexual type contact (p. J 004). 

The time frame for theatxusati^ come out was 1993. This is in the report 

and the recollection of| I (p The revelation of the behavior was 

a gradual one. It began a bit with Ins stepmother, then with his father, and finally 
with tlie detective for the Archdiocese and a lawyer suggest by his mother. The 
more he talked, (he more he revealed (pp. 770-771). 



The lime fraine for the behavior would be bc(or«L- b-gan high school and 
through ouUintil the behavior came out first with step-mother and then with 

Iris father. met Fr. Marv at the time ofhi^irad nation from ,^rade school in June 
1987. It is supposed to have begun before HH~ started high school in September 
] 987. The incident in the pool would have happened in September or October of his 
sophomore year, 1 988. The behavior declined in his sophomore ;md jmmvr years as 
HE uou Id distance himself more .from Fr. Marv. Fr, Mwv had n notebook with 
dates thatj Jstayed over with a munber of those deles in J 988. 




The place of the behavior would b^ principally at Fr. Marv's home, i.e. except for 
th^ncrdenyiyhe pool. It is clear froinFr. Marv's notebooks as well as fro m Mr. 
■^1 thai m began staying over at the father's request in June 1987. Mr. Hi 
helped Fr. Marv remolded hi:; basement into a guest room finished in 1989 after the 
latter had adopted his two sons uiSxtiy 1989 (pp. 10 19-1 02 3). It is clear that the 
fath er's relationship w ith | | deteriorated after tlie time of 

" It wonld be a storaiy relationship betweeinaUi^^ until 
received treatment fbr| 

The time ftame for the accusnlior^f^i^o come out was 1 993. This is in the report 
and the recollection oilHI^IH (p. 523). Tlu's is also a (turned by die 
Accused. The revelation was a gradual one. It be/ran a bit widi his step-mo ther., the 
with father, and finally wilh (he detective for the Archdiocese, and a lawyer 
suggested by his step-mother. The mon v he talked, the more ho revealed (pp. 770- 

In 1993, tlie accusations of abuse by Fr. Marv were revealed to his stetMDother and 
then his father. As a result, there was a confrontation between Mr. I I and then 
Fr. Marv. As a result of this Fr. Marv contacted then Fr. Joseph Peny, who advised 
him to contact tlie vicar for priests, and then tin; diocesan attorney. Since nothing 
came of the incident at that time, it was dropped. 

The a ccusation s themselves are called into question as al (because 

between Fr. Ma by the Advocate and 

the Accused as a reason to! I. There is no proof that this 
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Whaii^onsistont is that there were reasons 
for the behavior not being revealed before . HH& notrs thai he had nor co nfronted 
Jhe behavior at the li me it occurred became it bad begun as a remit of the H^^^l 

(that he was not sure lie would be behoved, and that it did not 
become a major issue for him until he bad to look at all his past in his treatment for 

~M And when it came to light as result of treatment, nothing seems to 
have happened. 

The Advocate and the Accused both noted that the therapist in 1993 should have 
reported the incident to the civil authorities at the same time the Accused presented 
the accusation to the archdiocese. 

However, in 2002 Jj[ B& did come forward to begin the process that led 
ultimately to both his civil and his ecclesiastical trial. His concern was that Kr. Marv 
could still have many yours ahead of liim cs an active priest. It was the lime when 
allegations of sexual abuse; of minors by priests was becoming known, Aod it was a 
time as a result of th^iviHriaUhat SNAP became involved. It was au occasion for 
an rid ™^™^ to come forward. However, of the two only 
I pursued his allegation before the ecclesiastical court. 

One point made by Mm /s attorney at the civil trial is that anything that might have 
happened before April 21 or 22 of 198 8 would be excluded as prosecutable because 
of the statute of limitations in Wisconsin. However, that same statute would not 
apply in an ecclesiastical, trial. 

The key dif ference in this second allegation is the clear "lie said; He said'" nature. 
I alleges the behavior; Fr. Marv denies it. 





has been consistent about what happened with Fr. Man/ even though it 
did not come out all at once initially in 1 093. And in o ne instance i n 2002 at the 
meeting with a number of people including Marvin and^^l, ^Hidid say that 
there bad be no inappropriate touching. However, since that lime, it has been 
consistent. The key point is that there was kissing and hugging and grinding that 
Ujm can only interpret as sexual iu nature- because of what he has since experienced 
with women. The story has not changed. lis support i^iatum is upheld by Fi\ 
MarVs own notebooks aod testimony. The reason forB staying over with Fr. 
Marv at his house is a matter of record supported by | |; father and Fr. Marv. 

Marvin Knighton has consistently denied this allegation. The one teacher and then 
principal of St Pius High School affirms his denialof this allegation as well as his 
admission of the f irst, lie admits being a hugger imd even that he kisses on die 



c^xnhcitly 
ym |thr< 



cheek. However, he state^ 
Hrst instance when ho me 
Knighton is contrary to the e xperience 
another person present at the; _ 
acknowledges himself as a hugger, lus 



y thayjjyvgul 
oughi ■§: r 

ice (M lias 



uld not have hugged | Wb alter thai 
mother. This assertion by Marvin 
st;t:ji by both I ^ lather and 
someone who 
seems strange to {his Court* 
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As the civil trinl brought out, thf.ro am some inconsistencies nji dales and exact 
places in Fr MaiVs house for the incidents involved in the pattern of abusive 
behavior alleged by An 1 ycf the pattern Ills the iiming. The motivation for 

bttnitf in Fi\ Marv v s home is well ^^Hslied Itotii the xw^^fatemcuts of 
Jand Fr. Marv as well as of I ■ The reason for ■ |s hesitation in 
bringing up the behavior is his respect for FY Marv as well as For his mother who 
occasioned their meeting. One can even conclude thai I his kind ofpowerfi.il ivspecl: 
was evident in that one meeting where! waffled . 

The preponderance of the proofs favor the substantial credibility of | 

Another rea son for this conclusion is the third allegation itself, ^^^^■^■b, a 
classmate ofi^H, alleges (he identical kind of abusive behavior in the swimming- 
pool at the Cousins Center, There is also a sleep-over atFr. MaiVs home. The 
sleep-over is affirmed by Marvin. Again JM ar vh^de n ies the aUegation ; A 
disc rep ancWjetweci^^ two is whefhr-r or not| | fl^^MM^MHBtti 
■■■had ^^HHHI^obiem is clear from more thar^n^ourc^inanT^ was 
siiil going on in high school is denied by HH and his mother. That this kind of 
behavior can still be episodic in time of stress later on is also known to occur. That 
the abusive behavior occurred is not something that the investigator doubted. How 
the two could have come up with the same description was a puzzle also to Marvin. 

Although, it was not presented to (he ecclesiastical Court directly by the alleged 
victim, the re is the matter of record in Hie preliminary canonical investigation, that the 
mother of I | stated that another of her sons also reported to her that 

Marvin Knighton had abused him. This * l h.earsay" allegation is referred to by 
Archbishop Dolan in bis correspondence with CDF. Marvin admits that this other 
son "may nave stayed the night with mc" (iVLTK, p. 6). Ti is the same conversation 
that is referred to a anmbcyyf times in thai within it the mother had talked to her 
sister abouf Hie cousinB % to find on! iiiai. he was doing well and had denied any 
allegation of abnse by the Accusal 

Tlicre are three allegations which were prese nted to the Cour t of First Instance. 1 he 
Court found two of them proven: the third by ■ was not proven through 

the normal process of bem** nffinned by witnesses. 

These allegations are once; again denied by Marvin Knighton. 'Hie argument is made 
over and over by his .Advocate that there is a problematic memory on the part of the 
witnesses and prejudice by the Court and by some officials of the Archdiocese oi" 
Milwaukee. And so. this Court has to turn to the pressing question of the credibility 
of Marvin K nighton. 

The statement of I % is one that is used both by tire Court of First Instance 

and. by Marvin and his Advocate. The key is to understand both what is said and uol 
said. What is said is that Marvin Knighton from his days in the seminary has a habit 
of envisioning things in his own way and making them go in that way as far as he 
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can, sometimes going beyond and outside of what his superiors and peers alike think 
proper. What is'iim said is that MaiYin Knighton is a bad person or is being directly 
disobedient in fhut statement 

As an example of r his behavior iii the sen unary as he approached ordination first as a 
deacon, l bed as a pricsL Maivin Knighton chose where he wanted to live. And he 
moved several times. He had permission for these experiments for which he had 
ai rued based on his own condition and bow Lie saw himself as serviug Lin Church, 
Then he argued that he be excused from the ordinary requirements of ordination in 
terms of a degree and pushed for this based on what he bad already done in having 
his invitations printed. And then he did not fulfill the condition to which he had 
agreed in getting the required degree. He was envisioning things in his own way 
and making then) go thai way as far as he could, sometimes going beyond and 
outside what his superiors and peers alike thought proper. 

Another example is hi.> adoption of three sons- Marvin in his statement to the Court 
justified his adoption of the first two children as motivated by what another priest 
had done without objection Lo Detroit as well as the seeming approval of the 1 (oly 
Father John Paul II of thai behavior. Be felt badly about flic; situation oT [.he two 
South Korean boys and was moved to adopt them without the explicit permission of 
l\is Ordinary. And yet how his Ordinary viewed Marvin's actions is very clear in the 
interchange of correspondence that is part of the substantive acts. While Fr. Marvin 
explained his decision to sponsor th<; original two sons in his letter of 22 September 
1988, it was also clear in another letter of 5 September 1939 that he had the intention 
to adopt then. la another statement of 25 August 2003, Marvin stated that he had 
adopted three children without the sanction of the previous Archbishop. 

This Court was asked to take a look at all the proofs presented. And if has sought to 
do exactly that. One of those points made by the Advocate over and over is that tin.; 
civil trial cleared the Accused. Aud ycf„ ihe nature of the proofs allowable in thai 
trial excluded some proofs presented here precisely because of statute of limitations. 
And so, the Court of First Instance and this Court had more proofs than the civil 
court. 

These proofs are the substantive ones. 

There are two other "proofs" noted by the Promoter of Justice in Second Instance 
that are either pj ucodural or confidential and not subject to publication. Thus, the 
documents were "withheld" These documents are procedural in that they arc the 
cover letters or "votif : called for in the procedural law in Oacrosanctoruin Tutelia at 
the time a case is i initially submitted or should an update be needed. However, their 
content has been made known to the defense. 

The first proceduial letter was submitted by the (hen Archbishop of Milwaukee 
noting nn allegation not formally lodged. This allegation was not pursued because ii 
was not formally presented although it is referred to in the acts of the civil trial as 
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well as in the current promoter's response in the /u!voeaU;\s brief. This document in 
question is not a forma! part of 1he susb stunt ivc acts. However, its content should be 
known to the Advocate from the Promoter's brief The second procedural Jotter was 
by the (km Administrator of t%m Arehdioce^ by way of an. update to the 0! )K It 
reported the behavior of lhc Accused as being a concern since be bad been pursuing 
employment that would be questionable because it would in effect put him m what 
morally could be considered a proximate occasion for committing the same behavior 
of which he had been accused. It would be contrary to leading a life of prayer and 
penance. The "penance" part of (be penally is meant to assist the person from 
getting into the problematic situation. This content should lie known to Hie Advocate 
and the Accused because they presented their letters to the Administrator and to tire 
Vicar for L^rie^s as wc^ll as the letters sent to the Accused, 't!he procedural letters 
reports this exchange. 

The Advocate for the Accused consistently argues for an alternative explajiatioxifor 
almost every act in the case presented by every person except the Accused. He is 
certainly doing bus duty in representing the Accused. And yet, he lit nisei f notes how 
consistent is the presentation of the behavior of the accused in touching at least, one 
of the victims. It is this point that the Court accepts as established. 

Moreover, the Accused does not deny at least a piayfhl tcind of touching that is 
described as a "grinding" or "humping" one by the accusers although he would 
quahfy it as "Horseplay." The behavior is noted by one of the accusers as familiar 
from his own relationship with women, it is the kind of touching that most would 
conclude was sexual in nature rather than simply playful if it occurred more than 
once. 

Tiiis hitter is a pattern of behavior that while seemingly acceptable to Marvin 
Knighton is coutraiy to the norms used by the professionals in die area of sexual 
abuse. Moreover, it fits the standards developed by the moral theologians hi this 
regard. Whether the accused was clothed or not is irrelevant. 

The Accused denies having done anything of a sexual nature with ti)e Accusers. The 
Accusers have not alleged a completed act of intercourse or sodomy, Some would 
limit "sexual acts: to thos^omdeted acts, Man/in Knighton is not accused of 
performing an act witJh J |in which there was ejaculation. Marvin Knighton 

is accused of an action in which, his penis would have been felt by the Accusers. The 
first chronological accusation is one of mass urbal ion by another. The second and 
tjiird arc of what is a mounting type behavior from the rear. These actions were 
perceived by the Accusers as unsettling, but inescapable at the moment. They were 
done by one in <i position of authority. They are understood by the experts as to 
fulfill the criteria for sexual abuse. They were in these, cases performed by one who 
is a cleric. 
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The Accused seems not to understand the meaning of what cannot be denied as his 
own behavior. Or he if. again uittvrpj eiing thing-; hi his own way. That the Accused 
has a tendency to do this with some of his actions has been proven. 

The Accused has more than once asserted that the Civil Trial clears his name and 
that the Arizona licensing system has admitted him to serve in the school system 
there. And yet, the Civil Court had less proofs than this Court and was hindered by 
what was a statute of limitations. 

This Court has not hindered flic Accused and the Advocate from presenting 
additional proofs nor limited the briefs of the Advocate. It has sought to protect the 
right of defense. 

The Court (ins sought to listen to both the Promoter and the Advocate as well as the 
Accused. The Court has gone through the proofs studied by the First Instance Court 
as well as the? new ones; presented. The Court recognizes that there are some 
discrepancies and weaknesses in some of the individual proofs. However, this ComL 
concludes that the constellation of proofs coalesce and point fo the fundamental 
truths underlying them. The overall argumentation in First Instance is sound. 

What was alleged at (east in the cases of ^^^HH land! had corns 

out before the civil and canonical proceedings. In ■ HI ■ case, they had 
been revealed to -his first wife several years before they w ere to Ins m other three or 
four years before 2002. What came to light in 1993 from | I did not change 

m 2002. 

And, now that the proofs have been reviewed and (he fundamental argumenlaliou 
presented, tire Court concludes with moral certainty that the Accused is guilt y of 
having violated the Sixth Commandment as a cleric with Mr. ^^^^HIHLa 

minor. Moreover, this Coiutoonclud.es with moral certainty that the Accused is 
f^iilty of having violated, the Sixth Commandment as a cleric with Mr. | |, a 

minor Thus, this Court upholds the ntthmalmi decisions of die Court of First 
Instance. Finally, the Court affirms the finding of Negative relative to the allegation 
as to its having been proven. However, it notes the allegation is not without merit. 

And so, the Com L turns to the upholding or revision of the penalty imposed by the 
Court of First Instance.. That penalty was a "penuaucnt removal from All 
Ccdesiasfical Ministry with the admonition that Marvin T.Knighton is to fcad a h'fe 
of prayer and penance." 

In this case, Marvin T, Knighton has abided by lhs removal from all ecclesiastical 
ministry. And he ha:> vigorously objected to the treatment of at least some in the 
similar condition. 

Tn diis case. Marvin T Knighton has also vigorously de^noeO his actions in ^ulop! in>> 
three children despite the fact that il is also dear thai hi:: actions in hi^ adoption of 
the first, two children was objected to by his Archbishop and the tliird adoption had 
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to be known by the Accused as a violation of the policy of his archdiocese. These 
were decisions made jn conscience without clear permission from the appropriate 
authority. 

The purpose of a life of prayer and penance canouically is to keep one away from 
occasions of sin and to make reparation tor any scandal. In this instance, the 
behavior pattern of Marvin T. Knighton seems to bo that of one who can blame 
oi tiers, but not see the consequences of his own actions. What in lus eyes could be 
called "horseplay" may be a hugging or kissing that goes beyond his mteation. if 
judged by the no mis agreed upon by (lie experts in the arena of sexual abuse. 

While it is true that the decision in the Civil Court led to his being able to regain his 
status as a teacher in Arizona, the issue for this Ecclesiastical Courtis whether or not 
he can understand or accept the moral norms involved to at least avoid the scandal of 
an ecclesiastic engaging in. the kinds of behavior that others find imcomfortable and 
unsettling. The proofs presented by those who experienced his behavior first-hand 
are at odds with, his own presentation of himself and his justification for his behavior. 

Tn this instance, there are not only three allegation of violation, of the sixth 
commandment. The one allegation is supported as having happened by his own 
admission. It may have been a one-time situation. However, die circumstances in 
which it happened were not avoided subsequent to the event. En fact, Marvin T. 
Knighton acted in such a way that he would not only have a residence away from a 
rectory, but his own residence in which the kind of behavior that had occurred once 
could more easily happen again. 

Marvin T. Knighton may very well have gifts (hat would enable him to work very 
successfully and well as an educator working with young pe ople. However, the 
issue before this Onnrl is whether the Catholic Church can sanction this in him as a 
cleric. It does not seem reasonable to expect hun to lead a life of prayer and penance 
due to old age or disability. 

Marvin T. Knighton's choson lifestyle increases the likelihood of possible future 
scandal for the Church by his actions. Ho has a habit of pushing the boundaries seen 
as protective of the clerical lifestyle beyond what is acceptable. 

There has been no reason to suspeoi that Mmvin T. Knighton suffers from any 
psychological or emotional disease. Although he did not complete the process for 
his graduation as a condition for his ordination, there is no reason to conclude that he 
suffers from any disability prevent lug his being able to know or to iinderstcind the 
appropriate Catholic morality. And so, the Court sen:; no reason to mitigate his 
culpability in regard to an external violation of the sixth commandment, 

And so, in this case, it seems unlikely that the cleric can bo rehabilitated. The justice 
that is envisioned to protect the common good requires the co-operation of the one 
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penalized. Thus, this Court judges that the penalty imposed by the Court of First 
Instance should be revised upward. 

For ail of these reasons, tliis Court imposes the penalty of dismissal from the clerical 
state upon Marvin T. Knighton. 

I lowcver, llm Court also urges the Archdiocese of Milwaukee to provide a means to 
compensate Marvin T. Knighton in some way for the rejircmenf benefit that would 
been earned in theory for his actual years of service to the diocese. 
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DISPOSITIVE 

CONGREGATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE FAITH 

This Court of Appeal of the Congregation of the Doctrine of tbe Faith upholds the 
findings of the Court of Fust InsLance of the Archdiocese of Milwaukee iu tbe 
AL'T'lRMATIVii as to the proven. guilt of Marvin T. Knighton as a cleri^fthc 
allegations of th^exua^ouso of a minor by a cleric presented by Mr. | 
■■■ and Mr JHHjHJH This Court also uphold the finding of that same 
Court of First Instance in the NEGATIVE as to the guilt of IViarvin T. Kruebton of 
nation of the sexual abuse by a cleric of a minor presented by Mr. | 




As a penalty for his; violations of the obligations of flic cleric^il state, this Coim: 
furthermore dismisses Marvin T, IOuf*Lnon li'om the clerical state. He is 
permanently removed from the exercise of any ecclesiastical ministry except as 
provided in the Code of Canon. Law and any (acuities or privileges or compensation 
that would accompany the clerical state from the date of the execution of this 
decision unless it be part of the severance agreement reached by the Archdiocese of 
Milwaukee in view of justice due to his pasi service to the people of God, 

Tbis decision is to be published to Mr. Michael Ritty as Advocate "for his eyes 
only'". It is to be published to the Archbishop of Milwaukee for the purposes of a 
review by Marvin T KahpJiton without his receiving a copy. All are to be: reminded 
of the Pontifical Sewel in these matters. 

As a decision of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith acting on behalf of 
the Supreme Pontiff, this Decision is not subject to appeal. 
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Signed, decreed, witnessed, and published on this 13 th day of January 20" 1 at the 
Tribunal Office of the Archdiocese of Cincinnati, Ohio, U.S.A. 




Presiding Judge 




Associate Judge 




BE IT KNOWN TO ALL 

that ihis case is expl icjtly subject to the Pontifical Secret (art 25. Gravior Delicto.. 
Nonnae Processualix); this applies to all information, processes and derisions 
associated with this case (Secreta continere, February 4, (974 \.AAS, 66 1974, 
pages 89-92]). 
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Archdiocese 




1 of Milwaukee 



Department for Human Resources 



April 5, 2002 



-E. Michael McCann 
Office of District Attorney 
821 W. State St. 
Milwaukee WI 53202 

Dear Mr. McCann, 

Per our conversation yesterday, I am sending you copies of two recent reports I 
took of allegations of sexual abuse ag ainst minors b y F n Marv Knig hton, for your 
consideration and investigation. Both HHBHN 1 ^ 'HIHHH^ aware I am 
taking this action, and are supportive. 

Fn Marv Knighton does not know of this action, per our protocols, so that your 
office may first make him aware of it. However Fn Joe Hornacek and I have discussed 
the allegations with Fr. Marv Knighton (and he has denied them), because we previously 
interpreted these allegations as falling within our protocol for allegations outside of 
statute of limitations. I sincerely apologize for any mistake we made in this regard. Fr. 
Marv Knighton was notified on April 2, 2002 that he has been removed from any form of 
ministry in the Archdiocese of Milwaukee. 

I now understand from you that you are interested in any abuse of minors 
occurring since July I, 1989. I can assure that we have recently reviewed all of our files 
and have no other reported incidents since that date. 

Please let me know how I can provide you with whatever additional assistance 
you may need. 



Barbara Reinke, Ph.D. 
Director, Project Benjamin 

C; Archbishop Weakland 
Bishop Sklba 
Fr* Joe Hornacek 
Barbara Anne Cusack 
Matt Flynn 




J o 



3501 South Lake Drive, P.O. Box 070912. Milwaukee, WI 53207-0912 
Pkone: (414)769-3300 « Fax; (414)769-3408 • E-Mail; humanresourccs@archmit.ore ° Wes sitf wwwarchmU.org 
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Entry for the File of Father Marvin Knighton 
_ ByJB^-bara„Reijika 



April 19, 2002 



I spoke with Paul Tiffin, an Assistant District Attorney, He infor med me that his office 
sees the possibility of a charge filed against Fr. Marv Knigton by l^^^^l He said 
that the next step for him would be to turn it over to the Wauwatosa Police Department to 
investigate. He assured me that they would let us know if any charge is filed. He 
understands the importance of us managing disclosure on that. In his opinion it is not 
necessary for us to continue to press Fr. Marv Knighton for a Child Protective Service 
investigation, seeing that we have no reason to suspect any abuse of his son. 



BR:saz 



6 4 J 
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Gesu Parish 



AUG -8 2002 



1210 West Michigan Sum 

P.O. Box 495 
Milwaukee, WI 53201-0495 
(/I4T2S8-7101 



August 1, 2002 



iXz-ajr Barbara, 

Greetings from Gesu . - . and a note to try to pat more clearly 
than I did last Sunday rrornrng the concern dhat I have about Project 
Eenoarnin and the clergy abuse scandal. 

From reading the Journal Senitinel From the time this broke 
months ago, my inpressiop is that the Journal Sentinel quite consistently 
did not give Project Benjamin good rarks in dealing with the victims 
of clergy sexual abuse. My impression is that the Journal Sentinel 
intimated that Project Benjamin was more inclines to be on the side 
of Archdiocesan lawyers. Project Benjamin was not really listening to victim. 

Based on this impression, the question I was asking is whether the 
Journal Sentinel reporting was biased or whether there, is foundation 
for their stance. 

Along this line, I pass this along. I heard this at the Sunday 
morning meeting. It is hearsay , but I pass it along, I was told that 
when a victim involved in the case against Father Marvin appeared recently 
before Project Benjamn, the perpetrator, Father Marvin, was present along 
with lawyers. I repeat, this is hear say, but if true, doesn't sound like 
Project: Benjamin is listening to victims, but in this case was causing 
more pain. 

Barbara, thanks for listening, ar;d courage; as you continue to deal 
with extremely difficult problems . 




Kenneth J. Herian 
Associate Pastor 
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— NAME: — Mary in, Knighton. . 

DATE OF BIRTH: 

AGE: 52 years old 

DATE OF ALLEGATIONS BROUGHT: Feburary 25, 2002 and March 28. 2002 

-BATE OF INCIDENTS:- 19.8.5-J MLmd .1975 or 1 976 . 

NATURE OP ALLEGATIONS: ! 975 victim: having boy masturbate him 

1985-1991 victim: hugging, kissiag, 
pressing self against boy, comments 
regarding boy's sexual immaturity and 
girlishness 

REPORTED TO CIVIL AUTHORITIES: 1 st incident outside of statute of limitations; 

2 nd incident reported to Milwaukee District 
Attorney Office 

NUMBER OF KNOW VICTMS: two 

AGE OF VICTIM AT TIME OF INCIDENT: 1975 victim: 1 1 5-16 

1985 victim: 14-18 

AGE OF VICTIM WHEN NOTIFIED 

PROJECT BENJAMIN: 29 years old and 42 years old 

ON GOING CONTACT WITH VICTIM: yes, by Project Benjamin 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT(S): 

PRIEST'S THERAPY: none 

RESIDENTIAL: none 

ONGOING: none 

CURRENT THERAPIST: none 

CLINICAL EVALUATION FROM THERAPIST: N/A 

ON-SITE MONITOR: none 
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487. Marv KnighLon 

Jane 20, 2001 Marv is phoned in response lo his voicemail message that he's back in 
town. He arrived about June 2 n0 and is staying in an efficiency apartment in a motel in 
Wauwaiosa | |. He was not chosen for Vice Principal for Academics ar 

Pius H.S. for which he applied. He enjoyed both bis H.S. ministry and parish help-oat in 
Phoenix but found the climate and culture challenging. He was particularly disturbed by 
the unhealthy, emotional problems of many of the clergy and is happy to be back home. 
He will meet with the Archbishop and then get back to Vicar, He is encouraged to 
contact Pat Reiser for weekend hclpouts. 

JFH 

533. Marvin Knighton 

July 9, 2001 Church of Phoenix sent a check of $2000 for the retirement fund of Marv 
Knighton in accordance with their provisions for non-incamatcd priests serving Phoenix 
jn 2000-01, I informed Marv of its arrival and forwarded it to Wayne Schneider. 

KS 

63 1 , Marv Knighton 

August 21, 2001 Vicar speaks to Maureen Gallagher about her willingness to discuss a 
special position for Marv Knighton relative to his working with staffs of Choice Schools. 
Homacck will confer with Archbishop about his feelings of Marv working for the 
Diocese in that position. Vicar then meets with Marv and has him registered for health 
insurance effective July l u > 2001 . Vicar tells Marv he will talk to Rembert and Maureen 
and one of us will contact him after Friday. Man' is to contact Vicar after an interview 
tomorrow for possible Associate Principal position in a suburban school district. 

JFH 

646. Marv Knighton 

August 27 t 2001 Maureen Gallagher reports she had a fine meeting with Marv Knighton. 
She will proceed to write up a job agreement for him which will take effect on September 
1*2001. 

JFH 

677. Marv Knighton 

September 5, 2001 Vicar receives copy of Archbishop's letter to Marvin Knighton 
appointing him consultant in Office for Child, School and Youth Ministry from 
September 1, 2001 until June 30, 2002. 

JFH 



147. Man/in Knighton 

February 20, 2002 Marvin is interviewed by Vicar for the Placement Board. He has been 
very pleased with his current assignment as Consultant for Office for Child, School and 
Youth Ministry. He hopes to find an administrative position in education here in the 
Archdiocese and would like till end of March to pursue this, and would also like to serve 
as an Assisting Priest in a parish that has a Parish Director. 

JFH 

187. Marv Knighton 

February 2S, 200? Marv Knighton meets with V icar and Dr. Rcinkcana^s confronted 
with alienation of sexunl abuse >)l^^^^^fl Marvin stati that| |f;ithcr| | 

confronted Marv at a Eton: years ago when an allegation of socual abuse may have 
surfaced byB |n therapy then aL Milwauk ee Psych Hosp ital. Mnrv denied tins to 

"fclnrUqiorled the incident to VicarH Jwlio sent him lo Matt Flyjin. 



Man convinced Marv not to sue for defamation of character and to drop the issue. Dr. 
Rdnke will schedule a meeting forHHmd his therapist (and father and stepmother if 
MM desires) together with Marv, Vicar and herself as the next step. Vicar verbally 
shares this progress report with Bishop SkJba. JFH 

*.:-:6 L :-:- :~ . ... 
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ARCHDIOCESE 
OF MILWAUKEE 



J3D1 SOOTH uAKtOPiVC * TO aOX26ta * MILWAUKEE. WISCONSIN * PHONE 4 14/ > 



OFFICE OF THE ARCHBtSHOP 




AUG I 1988 




August 8, 19 SS 




Dear Father Knighton, 

Et Is with great pleasure that I ask you to join the Faculty at 
Pius XI Hicjh School. Following the recommendation of the Personnel 
Board, I am happy to entrust this office to your pastoral care 
beginning on August 1 , 1988. This appointment is being made for a 
period of time up to six years, after which time it will be reviewed 
for possible renewal. 

As my representative, you are called upon to serve the needs of 
God's people so that they can tak^ their rightful place as baptized 
Catholics in their own Faith^community and in society. Your mission, 
like my own, is one of teaching and sanctifying. To accomplish this 
mission, I ask you to work closely and in collaboration with the 
administration of Pius XI High School. 

It is a privilege to share my ministry with you. May God's 
blessings fill your life. 



Sincerely yours in the lord. 



Most Reverend Rembert G, We'kland, o.S.B. 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 
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REV. KAKV1N UH6KT0N 



'THE HOME' 





January 27, 1992 




AS 



JAN 2 8 1992 



Rev. Thomas Venae 
Vicar for Clergy Personnel 
Archdiocese of Milwaukee 
[? . . Doa 07912 

Mi Iwaukee , wi scons i n 53207-0912 



Dea r Thomas : 

Ad of February 1st 1 unofficially will be serving at Blessed Sacrament 
Parish until June or when a position opens for me. Fr. Robert. Katorski, 
pastor of Blessed Sacrament needs a third priest {newly ordained will be 
assigned in June) and 1 have hel ped-out there for 5~ years. I am grate- 
ful to him requesting my presence at Blessed Sacrament- 
Beginning February 1st I won't need the partial salary checks, nor will 
my health benefits need to be paid by the diocese. Those financial con- 
cerns, including health will be handled by the parish, I will remain 
on Plus XI high schools"' package until 1 am assigned. Blessed Sacrament 
will be responsible for the billings to Pius, I will notify Pius high 
school regarding this change. 

I am again grateful to you, Tom Trepanier and Archbishop Weakland for your 
concerns and understanding - Please keep me in your prayers during" these 
time of d iscemetrmt . I will do the same for yon and the personnel board. 



S i ncerely , 




cc . 

Archbishop Rembert Weakland O.S.B. 
Rev. Thomas Trepanier 

Uev. Robert Katorski -Pastor, Blessed Sacrament 
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Copies to: Bishop Sklba 
ADruninPPQP Vicar for Clergy Personnel 

AHUnUIUULac Priests' Personnel Board 

OF MILWAUKEE Chancery 

3501 SOUTH UV&£ OfUVS * P O. &qi 07912 # MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 0912 * PWONt 41^7690300 

OFFICE OF THE ARCHBISHOP 

MAY 2 6 1994 



May 23, 1994 



His Excellency 

The Most Reverend Thomas O'Brien 
400 East Monroe 
PhoQinix, Arizona 85004 

Dear Tom, 

Marv Knighton, a priest in good standing in the Arch- 
diocese of Milwaukee, has asked me about the possibility of 
transferring to Phoenix. I am willing to grant an excardina* 
tion so that he can begin a trial period for the Diocese of 
Phoenix according to canon 267 . 

I would be reluctant just to grant permission for him to 
be on loan to another diocese , as such a permission would 
affect negatively the morale of the priests of this diocese. 
1 am sure he has informed you that he has lega] responsibility 
for two boys. 

If there is more information needed, please let me know. 
Peace, Tom. 



Sincerely yours in the Lord, 

6 ■ O^-JL 



Most Reverend Rembert G. Weakland, O.S.B. 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 



c J c 
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ARc;HDIQCESEl|fOF VlILV\ftUKE£ 




Oner or the AncHMSiiop 



Prot. No. 325/200 - 18478 



March 24, 2004 



Most Reverend Angulo Amato. SDB 
Congregation for the Doctrine ol th:: Faith 
Palazzo del S. Uffiz-io 
00120 Vatican Ciiy 

Your Excellency: 

Thank you for your inquiry regarding ihc matter of Reverend Marvin T. 
Knighton, As I indicated in my previous correspondence, the preliminary investigation in 
this case was particularly challenging. The original investigator was not able io complete 
the task satisfactorily to the Diocesan Review Board's standards. A second investigator 
was then assigned and he completed the task and sent the report to the Diocesan Review 
Board last week. I have now received their recommendation. 

While Father Knighton is referring io one situation in w hich a criminal trial 
resulted in an acquittal, there are actually three separate allegations against him by three 
different alleged victims and a fourth reported second hand by an alleged victim's 
mother. The attached report outlines the circumstances of those allegations. After 
preliminary investigation, I am satisfied that these have the semblance of truth to them. 
You will note that there was no collusion in the presentation of the three reports, that 
Father admits to one allegation of inappropriate conduct, and that the pattern of behavior 
described is consistent. 

1 am enclosing the standard reporting form for these allegations. Given Father 
Knighton's assignment in or independent employment at high schools over the years, I 
would not be surprised to learn of additional allegations. Father Knighton has a long 
history of being extremely independent and not accountable for his actions. His personnel 
file reveals that he would regularly leave a place of assignment on his own initiative and 
find employment on his own, only later informing diocesan officials. Against explicit 
directives, he adopted two children and later, again with no consultation or permission, 
adopted a third child. lie has moved out of and hack, into the diocese frequently, often 
with no prior nonce. 

Given the nature of the alleged and admitted sexual abuse, along with the serious 
abuse of office, t have pondered long and hard to arrive at an opinion about the most 
appropriate action to be taken. In order thai justice u-ay be made manifest and healing of 
the victims and the Church may proceed, r am asking that Reverend Marvin Knighton be 
dismissed ex officio from the clerical state. Whatever financial needs he may have can be 
negotiated in justice. 



mi South l.^ke Drive, P.O Box 070912, Milwaukee Wl 53207-0912 
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Prot. No. 325/200 - 18478 
p. 2 



If the judgement of Your Excellency is that this case should proceed to a 
dismissal by decree of your Congregation, I would cede to that judgement. Furthermore, 
if" it is your judgement that this case should proceed through a canonical penal process, I 
humbly request a dispensation from prescription as well as a sanation of any procedural 
eirors that may have occurred during the time this case was under investigation. The 
severity and frequency of the offenses are such [hat it is my opinion that these requests 
are justified. I look forward to your further instructions in (Jus matter. 

With sentiments of deepest esteem, I am, 




Most Reverend Timothy M. Dolan 
Archbishop of Milwaukee 
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ARCHD IOCESE OF MILW AUKEE 
;-rol. No.| 

Reverend Marvin T\ Knighton 
Date of Bii i'h: I 

Presbyleral Ordination: May 24, 1975 

Diocese of Incardination: Milwaukee 
Ministry in other Diocese: Phoenix 
Address;^ 

Phoenix, Arizona 85028 

ASSIGNMENTS: 



Ag&: 54 

Years of Minis trv: 29 



Yeii^ 



Location An nointm ent 



In Solidum team member 
Faculty 



August 1975 - June 19 76 St. Anne Parish Milwaukee 
June 1976 - August 19S7 Pius XI High School Milwaukee 
August 1 937 -August 1988 Leave of Absence -1x/k4uci,|) 
August 1988 - November 1991 Pius XI High School Milwaukee Faculty 
November 1 99 1 - July I992 Haass igned ^'Um* 4<W*v. ^ <A -fc^ \ 



July 1992- July 1994 
July 1994 - June 1995 
June 1 995 - December 1 995 
December 1 995 - July I 997 
July 1 997 - August 1998 
August 1998- July 2000 
August 2000- June 2001 
August 20Ol-Apnl2O02 

ACCUSATIONS: 

Year Victim 



Mt. Mary College Milwaukee Campus minister 
Leave of Absence t 4 \ 

St. Martin de Porres Parish Milwaukee Pastor 

All Saints Parish Milwaukee Associate pastor 

Leave of Absence ~ Wtjo | u 

Dominican High School Whitefisn Bay Asst Principal 

St. Mary High School Phoenix, AZ Campus minister 

Archdiocese of Milwankee Education consultant 



Alleg ed acts 



Denunciation 



1974 ns 



1974/75 



1988/89 



19S9-92 



1 5 Hugging, kissing, forced masturbation 

at priest's residence; one time; priest 

admits ' inappropriate conduct" 
? Not specified beyond "sexual abuse" 

as reported to the mother and handed 

on to the Archdiocese 
1 5 Genital touching; one time; 

in swimming pool at diocesar, 

pasLoral center 
13-15 Hugging, kissing, fondling 

in priest's residence and in 

swimming pool at diocesan 

pastoral ceiUr; 



March 28,2002 



March 3, 2004 



July 1,2002 



February 25, 2002 
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CI VSL PROCEEDINGS 

Year .Type/cas e Conviction S e nte nce 

2003 Criminal trial - wo counts Acquittal 
second degree sexual assault 

MEASURES ADOPTED BY THE DIOCESE 

Year Action 

2002 Requested Ins resignation from position in Education Office; resignation accepted 
Precept issued (April 1, 2002) 

2003 Canonical investigation began upon completion of criminal trial 
Precept re -issued (September 5, 2003) 

200< Case referred to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith 

SUSTENANCE PROVIDED BY THE DIOCESE 

Rather Knighton is provided with the monthly equivalent of a pensioxied priest, $ 1,250. He is also 
provided with health and dental coverage. 

RESPONSE / RECOURSE BY THE CLERJC 

Yea r Action 

2002 Domes | l| (Allegations, admits to "inappropriate conduct" with 

| b:it states that because it occurred prior to ordination it is not an issue 

2003 Sought hierarchical recourse against "administrative decisions" (not specified to \\y: 
Archdiocese); continues to threaten legal action against the Archdiocese 
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CONGRKGATIO 
PRO DOCTONA FTDEI 



5 Jutu- 2004 




CONFIDENTIAL 



Your Excellency, 

The Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith has received (he requested 
documentation you sent on 24 March 2004 regarding the Reverend Marvin T. 
KN7GHTON, a priest of your archdiocese who has been accused of sexual abuse of minors. 

After a careful study of the facts,, this Dicastery at its Particular Congress of 29 May 
2004 decided to grant a derogation from the Jaw of prescription and hereby authorises and 
instructs Your Excellency to conduct a judicial penal process against delicts allegedly 
committed by Fr. Knighton after his diacpnal ordination, that is to say, only those delicts he 
is alleged to have committed while in the clerical state. Enclosed is a copy of the motv 
propria Sacrctmenlorum sonctitatis tutela which contains, apart from particular law for the 
United States of America the norms governing such a penal process. Your Excellency is 
reminded that the acts of the process should kindly be forwarded to this Dicastery upon its 
completion at first instance. 

1 take this opportunity to thank Your Excellency for the vigilance that you keep over 
these serious matters and to offer you my sincere respects. With every best wish, 1 remain, 



His Excellency 

The Most Reverend Timothy M. DOLAN 

Archbishop of Milwaukee 

3501 South Lake Drive, P.O. Box 070912 

Milwaukee, WI 3 53207-0912 

U.SA. 



Yours devotedly in the Lord, 




* Angelo Amato, SDB 
Titular Archbishop of Sila 
Secretary 
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April 3, 1971 




Dear lftarv-ia: ^^^^^^^^^ 

Your application for entrance into the St t 
Franciu School of Pastoral Hlniatry haa been 
accepted by our Board of Admissionn . and their 
decision is favorable, Nevertheless % some concern 
was expressed arising out of the information we 
have with regard to your development to this point ♦ 
Our positive ruling on your acceptance, therefore, 
has to be regarded as probationary. Upon your 
arrival a« the School of Pastoral Mlniatry next 
fail j we will be happy to discuss with you what we 
recognize as matters of conaern. 

We look forward to having you with us, and 
working together toward your development Into a 
happy and healthy priest, 



Sincere ly , 



The Reverend Monsignor William NL Schuit 

Rector 
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AGREEMENT AND MUTUAL RELEASE 

This Agreement and Mutual Release (hereafter "Agreement") is made by and 
between] (;md the Roman Catholic Archdiocese of 

Milwaukee, and all of its affiliated entities, schools, and parishes (hereafter "Archdiocese"). 

has brought to the attention of (he Archdiocese that he was sexually abused by 
Marvin Knighton (hereafter ''Knighton"), a priest of the Archdiocese, when| | was a 
minor. 

- nd the Archdiocese entered into mediation to achieve reconciliation and 
restoration, to help repair the harm loB M, to address issues of concent to] (about 
prevention of sexual abuse of minors in the future and reformation of Church practices in 
this regard, and to otherwise resolve and settle all disputes between them. 

Accordingly, the parties (o this Agreement wish to resolve and satisfy all claims of 
any nature lhat| |aas against the Archdiocese, and ail of the Archdiocese's employees, 
agents, officers, directors, affiliates, insurers, and assigns, including, without limitation, all 
members of the Roman Catholic clergy and all parishes, schools, and religious orders, and 
any person or entity affiliated with the Roman Catholic Church in the territory of the 
Archdiocese, arising from the sexual abuse ofB Iby Knighton widiout the necessity of 




further proceedings or expense of any nature, and alt parties wish to generally release one 
another from all liability for any claims that may exist to Ihc date of the signing of this 
Agreement, including, but not limited to, any claims for sexual abuse of | | by Knighton. 

So v in consideration of the mutual promises made here, and other valuable 
consideration, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, the parties to this Agreement agree 
as follows: 

QBMKB541/7&44 ( 
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L The Archdiocese agrees to provide^ Jwitb $40,000. These funds shall be 
used ;it| |own discretion. 

2. The Archdiocese further agrees to pay | | $1 0,000 per year for (hree years 
in consideration of the special educational and counseling decisions he wishes to make. The 
first such payment shall be made by January 31, 2005 and continue each January until the 
year 2007 at which time any and all payments under this provision shall cease. 

3. | and the Archdiocese will each bear their own costs and any attorney's 
fees associated with the Agreement and there will be no payment t| P>ther than that 
specifically enumerated above. 

4. In relum for the payment set out above, an<l for the mutual promises 
contained herein^ [releases and forever discharges the Roman Catholic Archdiocese of 
Milwaukee, and all of the Archdiocese's employees, agents, officers, directors, affiliates, 
insurers, and assigns, including, without limitation ail members of the Roman Catholic 
clergy, and all parishes, schools, and religious orders and any person or entity affiliated with 
the Roman Catholic Church in the territory of the Archdiocese of Milwaukee from, and 
covenants not to sue them for, all daims, causes of action, charges, and demands, whether in 
tori, contract, or otherwise, of any nature that he may have had at any time up to and 
including the date of signing of this Agreement, including, without limitation, any claim of 
any nature arising from the assault, injury, whether physical or mentals or any other activity 
by Knighton. 

5. The Archdiocese hereby releases and forever discharges^ | from all 
claims, demands, and causes of action of any nature that were in existence up to and 
including the date of ihe signing of this Agreement. 
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6. This Agreement supersedes all prior understandings and agreements between 
(he parties, and constitutes the full agreement of the parties. No change to this Agreement 
shall be enforced against any parly unless Jt is in writing signed by both parlies. 

7. The undersigned represent i\nd warrant that each has read the foregoing 
Agreement; had an opportunity to discuss it with a lawyer; and fully understands its terms; 
voluntarily, freely, and without coercion signs the Agreement; and that Dr. Barbara Arme 
Cusack is an authorized representative of the Archdiocese and is duly authorized to execute 
this Agreement and Mutual Release. 




Date 



rchdiocese of Milwaukee 
^by: Dr. Barbara Anne Cusack 



Date 
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NOV 2 9 MM 



AGREEMENT AND MUTUAL RELEASE 

This Agreement and Mutual Release (hereafter lt Agreanenl 5> ) is made by and 
bclwct:n| | (hereafter | | and the Roman Catholic Archdiocese of 

Milwaukee, and all of lis affiliated entities, schools, and parishes (hereafter "Archdiocese"). 

|has brought to the attention of the Archdiocese that he was sexually abused 
by Marvin Knighton (hereafter ''Knighton"), a priest of the Archdiocese, when| a 
minor. 

| |and the Archdiocese entered into mediation to achieve reconciliation and 
restoration, to help repair the harm tc ^^^^ t0 ac ^ress issues of concern ic^^^J about 
prevention of sexual abuse of minors in the future and reformation of Church practices in 
this regard, and to otherwise resolve and settle all disputes between them. 

Accordingly, the parties to this Agreement wish to resolve and satisfy all claims of 
any nature lbat| |has against the Archdiocese, and all of the Archdiocese's employees, 
agents^ officers, directors, affiliates, insurers, and assigns, including, without limitation, all 
members of the Roman Catholic clergy and all parishes, schools, and religious orders, and 
any person or entity affiliated with the Roman Catholic Church in the territory of the 
Archdiocese, arising from the sexual abuse i>fl Bby Knighton without the necessity of 



further proceedings or expense of any nature, and all parties wish to generally release one 
another from all liability for any claims that may exist to the date of the signing of this 
Agreement, including, but not limited to, any claims for sexual abuse of| |by 
Knighton. 
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So, in consideration of the mutual promises made here, and other valuable 
consideration, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, the parlies to this Agreement agree 
as follows: 

1 . Tbc Archdiocese agrees to provide^ | with $40,000. These funds shall be 
used at | | own discretion. 

2. The Archdiooese agrees to keep| | informed of any civil or canonical 
procedures involving Knighton| |will be provided the opportunity to participate in any 
canonical processes involving Knighton m accord with the norms of canon law. 

3. The Archdiocese agrees that a formal letter of apology will be sent U 
by Archbishop Timothy Dolan by December \5 3 2004. 

4. | and the Archdiocese will each bear Iheir own costs and any attorney's 
fees associated with the Agreement, and there will he nn payment to| |>(hn than that 
specifically enumerated above. 

5. In return for Hie payment set out above, and for the mutual promises 
confained herein, | ^releases and forever discharges the Roman Catholic Archdiocese 
of Milwaukee, and all of the Archdiocese's employees, agents, officers, directors, affiliates, 
insurers, and assigns, including, without limitation, all members of the Roman Catholic 
clergy, and all parishes, schools, and religious orders and any person or entity affiliated with 
the Roman Catholic Church in the territory of the Archdiocese of Milwaukee from, and 
covenants not to sue them for, all claims^ causes of action, charges, and demands, wheihcr hi 
tort, contract, or otherwise, of any nature that he may have had at any time up to and 
including the date of signing of this Agreement, including, without limitation, any claim of 
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,1 

any nature arising from the assault, injury, whether physical or mental, or any other activity 
by Knighton. 

6. The Archdiocese hereby releases and forever discharges | |from all 
claims, demands, and causes of action of any nature that were in existence up to and 
including the date of the signing of this Agreement. 

7. This Agreement supersedes all prior understandings and agreements between 
Hie parties, and constitutes the full agreement of the parties, No change to this Agreement 
shall be enforced against any party unless it is in writing signed by both parties, 

8. The undersigned represent and warrant that each has read the foregoing 
Agreement; had an opportunity to discuss it with a lawyer; and fully understands its terms; 
voluntarily, freely, and without coercion signs the Agreement; and that Dr. Barbara Anne 
Cusack is an authorized representative of the Archdiocese and is duly authorized to execute 
this Agreement and Mutual Release. 

Date 




Date 



by: Dr. Barbara Anne Cusack 
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Select Knighton Sexual Abuse Intake Reports 



2/18/02 Sexual abuse intake report from a survivor who says Knighton abused him from 

1986-1991 when he was about 12-13 years old and until he was 18-19 years old. 
Knighton hugged, kissed, and rubbed against the survivor. Knighton made 
comments about his and other boys' genitals while in the shower. The individual 
also says that at Pius High School there were other boys involved with Knighton. 

3/28/02 Sexual abuse intake report from a survivor who reports abuse by Knighton from 

1975-1976 when he was 15-16 years old. Knighton slept in bed with him and 
hugged, kissed, and touched him. Knighton forced the survivor to masturbate him. 
Notes also comment that Knighton has a young adopted son and there are 
concerns with regard to mandatory reporting laws. Knighton should contact Child 
Protection Center to sign a release allowing his son to be interviewed. There is 
nothing to suggest he has abused his children, or any child, since about 1990. 
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